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This evaluation was conducted by the Evaluation 
Office of UNDP, with Urs Nagel as evaluation 
manager. The office drew on the following 
persons to support the conduct of the evaluation: 
Fredrik Korfker led the evaluation team, building 
strongly on the contributions and engagement of 
Asmita Naik during all phases of the evaluation; 
André Damiba, Erik Hedblom, Lilit Melikian 
and Clemencia Vela played important roles in 
collecting data and providing country-based 
analyses; Leonard Mavhenka, Lisa Pourlak, Luis 
Samacumbi and Lola Yuldasheva supported the 
conduct of country case studies; Stephen Brown 
contributed an historical perspective and provided 
critical analytical inputs throughout; and research 
support and data analysis was provided by Daniel 
Assefa, Elizabeth de Leon Jones, Lisa Kleinhenz 
and Anna Parini.
The Evaluation Office could not have completed 
this evaluation without the involvement of a wide 
range of stakeholders. UNDP staff and their 
partners at the headquarters, regional and country 
office level generously shared their time and ideas 
throughout the evaluation process.
The Evaluation Office established arrangements 
for quality assurance and invited leading experts 
to serve on an independent advisory panel for the 
evaluation. The Evaluation Office is thankful to 
Gerd Droesse, Colin Kirk, Uma Lele and Thierry 
Lemaresquier for their valuable time and contribu-
tions. The evaluation benefited greatly from their 
comments on the inception report and the draft 
evaluation report.
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foundations has limited to project-specific initia-
tives, with minimal corporate-level guidance 
and follow-up. UNDP has missed opportunities 
to consistently integrate a human development 
perspective and foster a more holistic develop-
ment approach. Moreover, in working with both 
global funds and philanthropic foundations, there 
are important issues relating to transparency, 
bureaucratic efficiency and cost-effectiveness that 
UNDP needs to resolve.
The evaluation recommends that UNDP should 
engage more consistently with global funds and 
philanthropic foundations to develop mutual 
approaches to development challenges. UNDP 
should place more explicit emphasis on the 
central importance of mainstreaming a human 
development perspective and developing national 
capacity. UNDP needs stronger central coordi-
nation of information and knowledge manage-
ment functions in order to facilitate a more 
strategic approach, and should develop a part-
nership strategy for engaging with philanthropic 
foundations.
As UNDP prepares to develop a new Strategic 
Plan against the background of a development 
cooperation architecture that is in considerable 
flux, this may be a key moment for decision-
making with respect to UNDP partnership 
initiatives. I hope that this evaluation will be 
useful for UNDP in strengthening its partner-
ship with global funds and philanthropic founda-
tion in support of programme countries’ efforts to 
advance human development.
Indran A. Naidoo 
Director, UNDP Evaluation Office
The global development cooperation architecture 
is evolving rapidly, spurred on by a wide range of 
factors. Mixed fortunes in weathering the global 
economic and financial crisis of the past few years 
have led many ‘traditional’ donors to reassess 
not only the volume of funds they provide in 
support of development issues, but also the ways 
in which they provide support. Donors have 
become increasingly attracted to funding instru-
ments that target more narrowly defined health 
and environmental issues and are perceived to be 
of immediate developmental relevance, such as 
global or vertical funds (e.g. the Global Environ-
ment Facility, the Global Fund to Fight HIV/
AIDS, Tuberculosis and Malaria, and the Multi-
lateral Fund for the Montreal Protocol.)
At the same time, the private sector, including 
individual entrepreneurs, has been playing a more 
prominent role in providing direct support to, as 
well as in establishing, philanthropic foundations 
aimed at addressing developmental concerns. 
A number of foundations that stand out in this 
regard include those set up by Bill and Melinda 
Gates, George Soros and Sheikh Mohammed bin 
Rashid Al Maktoum.
In providing support to programme countries over 
the past decade, UNDP has engaged with global 
funds and philanthropic foundations to varying 
degrees. UNDP has become a key implementing 
partner of global funds and has also worked with 
a range of philanthropic foundations. This evalu-
ation assesses the relevance, effectiveness, effi-
ciency and sustainability of UNDP support to 
achieving development results when activities are 
carried out in partnership with these global funds 
and philanthropic foundations.
UNDP remains an important conduit for devel-
opment funding. This is particularly clear in the 
case of partnership with global funds, where 
strategic, corporate-level linkages are cultivated 
and maintained. Partnership with philanthropic 
foreworD
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the corporate and the programme country level. 
Varying country contexts have led UNDP to 
engage in partnerships in which it has variously 
played the role of principal recipient of funds, 
implementing agency, interlocutor, coordinator 
and adviser.
This report seeks to contribute insights on UNDP 
partnership with global funds and philanthropic 
foundations. The principal objectives of the 
evaluation are to (a) assess the effectiveness, effi-
ciency and sustainability of UNDP support to the 
achievement of development results when activi-
ties are carried out in partnership with global 
funds and philanthropic foundations; (b) clarify 
the added value to key stakeholders of UNDP 
partnerships with global funds and philanthropic 
foundations and the comparative advantages 
of working with such funding instruments; and 
(c) provide actionable recommendations on how 
UNDP partnerships with global funds and phil-
anthropic foundations could be further developed. 
Covering the period from 2001 to 2010, the 
evaluation focuses on partnership, and, thus, on a 
modality rather than a programme or project. It 
provides a broad perspective on how partnership 
arrangements between UNDP and a range of 
funding instruments have evolved in the context 
of increasing reliance on non-core resources, as 
well as on the relative importance of the new 
funding institutions alongside the traditional 
multilateral development cooperation system. 
The evaluation focuses on UNDP partnership 
with three global funds:  the Global Environ-
ment Facility (GEF); the Global Fund to Fight 
AIDS, Tuberculosis and Malaria (GFATM); the 
Multilateral Fund for the Implementation of the 
Montreal Protocol (MLF); and three philan-
thropic foundations: the Mohammed bin Rashid 
Al Maktoum Foundation (Al Maktoum Foun-
dation); the Bill and Melinda Gates Foundation 
introDuction
Contemporary development cooperation encom-
passes a wide range of relationships with different 
types of partners—governmental, non-govern-
mental and private sector. The diversity of institu-
tions and types of partnership has multiplied over 
the past two decades. That evolution was based 
partly on different ways of allocating private 
resources, including through the establishment of 
philanthropic foundations, to mitigate a variety 
of developmental problems. Another cause 
was increased earmarking of public funding, as 
donor countries sought to substantiate the use 
and impact of taxpayer funds. In some cases, 
specific development challenges have brought 
together different types of donors to create ‘global 
funds’. Global funds have been important in 
supporting health, education and environmental 
programmes. In many cases, disillusionment 
with the performance of existing multilateral 
arrangements embodied by the United Nations 
and multilateral development banks served as 
an underlying motivation for establishing global 
funds or philanthropic foundations. A somewhat 
related aim was to establish mechanisms to 
provide quick, efficient targeted support where it 
was most needed.
UNDP has engaged with a range of partner-
ship and funding mechanisms in carrying out 
its mandate to support developing countries. It 
has established partnerships with a multitude of 
global funds and philanthropic foundations both 
globally and at the level of individual programme 
countries. In addition to providing new oppor-
tunities to strengthen support to programme 
countries on a range of critical issues, developing 
such partnerships has been crucial in a context 
of continued uncertainty over the availability of 
sustained levels of core resources. 
Different partnership dynamics have resulted 
in different institutional arrangements at both 
executive suMMary
e x e c u t i v e  s u M M a r yx i i
30 percent of official development assistance; 
the percentage has since remained relatively 
steady. Since 2000, the share of multilateral aid 
has fallen somewhat, with a growing portion 
of bilateral aid being channelled through the 
United Nations and other multilateral funds in 
the form of non-core (‘earmarked’) funding. This 
shift reflects the desire of traditional donors for 
more control. The past decade saw the growth of 
additional non-United Nations multilateral funds 
and the further expansion of existing funds such 
as GEF and MLF. New private donors entered 
the aid architecture, with some global funds 
receiving substantial contributions from private 
sources (most notably the Gates Foundation). 
Moreover, the decade saw the emergence of addi-
tional official donors, including Brazil, China, 
India and some of the Arab States. 
For UNDP, reliance on non-core funding—
including from traditional and non-traditional 
donors, global funds and philanthropic foun-
dations—grew from 19 percent in 1991 to 80 
percent in 2010. By 2010, out of a total of just 
over $5 billion, core resources amounted to just 
under $1 billion. Over the past decade, however, 
core resources have remained relatively stable 
in absolute terms, increasing until 2007 and 
decreasing slightly since. In contrast, non-core 
resources have increased significantly (though 
more slowly since 2007), which accounts for the 
changing ratio of core to non-core resources. 
Global funDs
Since the early 1970s, global funds have been estab-
lished primarily in the environment and health fields. 
Most of these funds have been created outside the 
United Nations system. In the wake of the signing 
of the Vienna Convention for the Protection of the 
Ozone Layer in 1985 and the Montreal Protocol 
on Substances That Deplete the Ozone Layer in 
1989, a separate mechanism was established to 
administer the accompanying Multilateral Fund; 
it became operational in 1991. Also in 1991, GEF 
was formally approved during preparations for the 
United Nations Conference on Environment and 
(Gates Foundation); and the Open Society 
Institute/Soros Foundations.
The evaluation draws on evidence from 70 
UNDP programme countries. A meta-analysis 
was conducted of evidence pertaining to UNDP 
partnerships with global funds and philanthropic 
foundations in 61 UNDP Evaluation Office assess-
ments of development results reports covering 56 
UNDP programme countries. In addition, several 
types of country-level analyses were carried out. 
Country selection took place against the back-
ground of a comprehensive portfolio scan of the 
financial data pertaining to projects conducted in 
partnership with global funds and philanthropic 
foundations in all UNDP programme countries 
over the past decade. Selection criteria included 
programmatic relevance over the last five years; 
coverage of funds and foundations; regional 
coverage with a particular focus on Africa; and 
human development experiences through a mix 
of country typologies.
Seven countries were selected for full case studies 
focusing on global funds—Angola, Burkina 
Faso, Honduras, Iran, Lebanon, Tajikistan and 
Zimbabwe; six countries were selected for case 
studies focusing on philanthropic foundations—
Bulgaria, Liberia, Mali, Moldova, Senegal and 
the United Arab Emirates; and ten countries were 
selected for telephone interview-based supple-
mentary reviews focusing on both global funds 
and philanthropic foundations—Belarus, Bolivia, 
Bosnia and Herzegovina, Chile, Jordan, Malaysia, 
Maldives, Mauritius, Morocco and Namibia. In 
addition, data were obtained through a review of 
evaluations and other key documents related to 
the performance of UNDP and partner institu-
tions; semi-structured interviews with global-level 
informants from UNDP and partnering institutions; 
and a survey of UNDP resident representatives.
bacKGrounD
Multilateral aid, primarily through the United 
Nations, accounted for about 10 percent of 
official development assistance in the 1960s. By 
the 1980s, multilateral aid had grown to around 
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UNDP and GFATM have been engaged in a 
partnership since late 2002. UNDP supports 
programme implementation by serving as 
the principal recipient in exceptionally chal-
lenging contexts, developing the capacities of 
national actors to assume or strengthen principal 
recipient responsibility, and improving policy and 
programme quality. UNDP has been a major 
partner in terms of receiving GFATM grants. 
It has assumed the responsibility of principal 
recipient in 47 countries since 2002, and the value 
of signed grant agreements totals some $2 billion. 
Multilateral Fund for the Implementation  
of the Montreal Protocol
The main objective of MLF is to assist developing 
countries whose annual per capita consumption 
and production of ozone-depleting substances 
is less than 0.3 kg to comply with the control 
measures of the Montreal Protocol. As of 2011, 
147 of the 196 parties to the Protocol are eligible 
for support. As of April 2011, the contributions, 
from 45 countries, amounted to more than $2.77 
billion. After the establishment of MLF, UNDP 
entered into an agreement with the Executive 
Committee of the Fund to serve as an imple-
menting agency. As of 2011, UNDP has provided 
technical and policy backstopping to country 
offices and governments and has overseen imple-
mentation of over 2,000 Multilateral Fund-
financed projects in more than 100 countries. A 
key objective of UNDP work is to develop the 
capacities of governments to meet their commit-
ments by phasing out the use of ozone-depleting 
substances in industrial production, refrigeration 
servicing, mobile air-conditioning, fire protection 
and agricultural production. 
PhilanthroPic founDations
Individual philanthropy has led to the creation 
of foundations that have channelled substantial 
resources into a range of causes, including devel-
opment. There are over 75,000 foundations in the 
United States, some 85,000 in Western Europe, 
35,000 in Eastern Europe, 10,000 in Mexico, 
nearly 2,000 in China and at least 1,000 in Brazil. 
Development (the ‘Rio Summit’). In the last decade, 
major new multilateral funds have emerged in the 
field of health. The largest, GFATM, commenced 
operations within six months of the August 2001 
United Nations General Assembly Special Session 
on HIV/AIDS. Global fund contributions (from 
GEF, GFATM and MLF in particular) to UNDP 
non-core resources have increased from just under 
$250 million in 2004 to almost $700 million in 2010 
(from approximately 8 percent to about 16 percent). 
Global Environment Facility
GEF began as a $1 billion pilot programme 
that expanded into a partnership among three 
implementing organizations: The World Bank, 
UNDP and the United Nations Environment 
Programme. As of 2011, GEF had allocated 
a total of $9.5 billion, and it is estimated that 
a further $42 billion in co-financing has been 
mobilized by donors, recipient countries and 
the private sector. UNDP has been one of the 
GEF key implementing organizations since the 
inception of the Facility, accounting for approxi-
mately one third of total GEF funding. UNDP 
work with GEF encompasses activities in all GEF 
focal areas: biodiversity, climate change mitiga-
tion and adaptation, international waters, land 
degradation, ozone layer depletion and persistent 
organic pollutants. The portfolio of work includes 
projects at the country, regional and global levels.
Global Fund to Fight AIDS,  
Tuberculosis and Malaria
GFATM is a financial instrument that provides 
performance-based grant funding to country-
level recipients to fight HIV/AIDS, tubercu-
losis and malaria. As a global partnership among 
governments, civil society, the private sector 
and affected communities, GFATM constitutes 
an innovative approach to international health 
financing with an original mandate to dramati-
cally scale up global financing. During its almost 
decade-long existence, GFATM has raised over 
$20 billion to co-finance prevention, treatment 
and care programmes in more than 150 countries.
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by individual memoranda of understanding. A 
number of initiatives, with a total value of approx-
imately $50 million, are reviewed in the context 
of this evaluation.
The Open Society Institute/Soros Foundations
Since 1984, when the Soros Foundation estab-
lished its first non-United States based founda-
tion in Hungary to support the transition from 
communism, its support to human rights and 
democracy has expanded rapidly. UNDP signed 
a memorandum of understanding with the Soros 
Foundation in 2001 with a view to supporting 
international development aimed at strengthening 
democratic institutions. Activities under the part-
nership have primarily revolved around several 
democratic governance and human rights projects 
in Eastern Europe and the former Soviet Union. 
Between 2004 and 2010 UNDP received $14.8 
million in contributions from the Soros Foundation.
finDinGs
Global funDs
Partnership with global funds is strategi-
cally important to UNDP. Not only does it 
facilitate mobilizing significant volumes of 
financial support, but it also provides UNDP 
with opportunities to engage in global policy 
dialogue, participate in innovative initiatives, 
and strengthen its own capacity. 
Partnership with global funds has become increas-
ingly relevant to UNDP in monetary terms. The 
UNDP budget derived from such global funds 
stands at over $657 million per annum, one-sixth 
of its non-core revenue. Partnership with global 
funds allows UNDP to engage in global policy 
dialogue with governments on a range of issues. 
Such partnerships have enhanced UNDP 
technical and operational capacities. Global 
fund monies have enabled UNDP to develop its 
country-specific technical expertise in specialized 
areas and have facilitated innovative work that 
would not easily be possible through the use of 
core funds.
Some foundations increasingly see themselves as 
fully-fledged development partners rather than 
donors, and expect close involvement in policy 
discussions, problem analyses and results assess-
ments. Historically, UNDP has had few substan-
tive long-term partnerships with philanthropic 
foundations. Partnerships with philanthropic 
foundations have primarily been managed by 
UNDP country offices.
The Mohammed bin Rashid  
Al Maktoum Foundation
The Al Maktoum Foundation was launched in 
2007 with a $10 billion endowment from the 
Prime Minister and Vice President of the United 
Arab Emirates and constitutional monarch of 
Dubai. The Foundation promotes entrepreneur-
ship by supporting innovation and research, 
improving access to high-quality education and 
professional development, and supporting the 
production, acquisition and dissemination of 
Arab knowledge sources. A memorandum of 
understanding was signed between UNDP and 
the Al Maktoum Foundation in 2007. To date, 
with a $5.83 million contribution, the founda-
tion has supported UNDP in developing the 
2009 ‘Arab Knowledge Report’ and the ‘Arab 
Human Capital Challenge’, two reports that offer 
a general introduction to the state of the Arab 
knowledge society and the challenges of fostering 
employment in Arab states.
The Bill and Melinda Gates Foundation
The Gates Foundation, launched in 1994, has 
grown to be the largest of its kind in the world. 
The Gates Foundation channels a signifi-
cant proportion of its assets into development 
programmes, also contributing to the establish-
ment of other multilateral funds and actively 
supporting United Nations organizations. The 
Foundation divides its work into three distinct 
programme areas: global development, global 
health, and programmes implemented within the 
United States. UNDP has worked with the Gates 
Foundation on several projects since it started its 
operations in 1994. Activities have been imple-
mented on a project-by-project basis, governed 
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implementation capacity are seen to be making 
the pragmatic choice of keeping UNDP as a 
service provider. In the case of global funds, 
UNDP specialist knowledge on project design 
and grant application is a reason for choosing 
to work through UNDP. There have been a few 
cases where a government felt that it was able to 
take responsibility itself, which inevitably created 
some tensions with UNDP.
National capacity development is highlighted 
in agreements between UNDP and global 
funds. While project-based capacity develop-
ment activities are commonplace, UNDP does 
not prioritize a longer-term vision and system-
atized approach aimed at enabling national 
partners to be self-sufficient. Even in the most 
challenging contexts, there is a sense among fund 
managers and within recipient governments that 
UNDP could do more to prepare for handover to 
national authorities. While UNDP has generated 
guidance on effective capacity development, in 
practice it is often not considered user-friendly 
or sufficiently comprehensive or adaptable to 
specific national circumstances. Moreover, there 
is no mandatory approach to capacity assessment, 
baseline-setting or exit strategies.
There is a good fit between the objectives of the 
UNDP-global fund partnerships and current 
UNDP strategic objectives and international 
commitments. Challenges remain in cross-
linkages with other strategic objectives at the 
project level. Alignment with the UNDP core 
mandate is a matter of ongoing debate. At 
the level of current UNDP strategic objectives 
and international commitments, partnership 
with global funds fit well. Project objectives are 
aligned with country programme objectives and 
the United Nations Development Assistance 
Framework which, in turn, feeds into UNDP 
global objectives. A mixed picture emerges—and 
there are observable differences between funds—
regarding the extent to which cross-linkages are 
made at the project level between global fund 
activities and other UNDP strategic objectives 
(such as poverty reduction and gender equality).
Partnership with UNDP is strategically 
important to global funds. There is a shared 
commitment to international standards, and 
UNDP adds significant value to the delivery of 
global fund initiatives. UNDP is a key player in 
all three global funds under review. It has engaged 
with these funds since their inception: relation-
ships were forged at a strategic level and based 
on memoranda of understanding and senior-level 
contacts. A significant portion of each fund goes 
to partner countries through or with the support 
of UNDP, which on an annual basis averages 
approximately 40 percent of GEF funding, 
32 percent of Multilateral Fund financing, and 10 
percent of GFATM funds. 
Initiatives supported through UNDP-global 
funds partnerships are generally relevant to 
national priorities. As governments make 
choices as to how to prioritize development 
challenges, the specific allocation of resources 
within the sectoral focus areas of global funds 
is not always perceived as requiring the most 
urgent attention. Global fund projects fit well 
with national priorities in most of the countries 
where they operate, according to country case 
studies and feedback from national stakeholders. 
While all projects are relevant, questions may 
sometimes be asked whether the most relevant 
challenges are being properly prioritized. 
However, recipient governments are generally 
assertive about their requirements, particularly as 
they are often called upon to co-finance projects 
supported by global funds and endorse them at 
both the political and the technical level.
UNDP plays an essential role in managing 
global funds at the national level, and is 
sometimes the only feasible or available inter-
national partner. It may implement directly 
due to a lack of national capacity arising from 
political or security reasons, governance issues 
or a lack of management and administrative 
expertise. National authorities usually welcome 
UNDP in global fund implementation, which 
often builds on long-standing historical rela-
tionships. Even governments with evident 
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of regional service centres in underpinning 
the work of country offices varies considerably. 
There is reportedly cross-fertilization between 
the units responsible for each of the global 
funds. However, there is no overall coordination 
function for UNDP work with the funds. From a 
headquarters perspective, it can be a challenge to 
ensure a harmonized approach to specific global 
funds across country offices without line manage-
ment or at least technical authority over field staff, 
or to ensure that all country and regional offices 
have the necessary specialist expertise.
The rigidity of UNDP procedures is both 
an asset and a concern for global funds and 
national governments. There is a high level 
of comfort that UNDP will manage donor 
resources as intended and in line with strict 
internal standards. However, procedures are 
often perceived as excessively bureaucratic and 
prone to delays. Some staff at GEF and GFATM 
raised concerns about the rigidity of UNDP 
procedures. Responses at the field level are mixed. 
Among some stakeholders there is high praise 
for UNDP systems relative to the weak admin-
istrations in the countries where it operates. But 
there are also a number of complaints about slow 
procurement processes; cumbersome and incon-
sistent accounting, planning and reporting proce-
dures; delayed disbursements; and the inappro-
priate application of UNDP rules.
From the UNDP perspective, some inefficien-
cies at the day-to-day working level can be 
attributed to the global funds themselves. Such 
issues are part of the ongoing dialogue between 
organizations that seek to improve efficiency on 
all sides. Various concerns about global fund inef-
ficiencies have been raised at UNDP headquarters 
and at the country level. Issues related to GEF 
include: rules and regulations that are complex 
and restrictive, a project cycle that is too short for 
lasting outcomes, and co-financing requirements 
that put UNDP at a disadvantage compared with 
development banks that offer loans. With regard 
to GFATM, there is frustration at the high 
turnover of GFATM staff in Geneva and the lack 
In delivering global fund programmes, UNDP—
as the custodian of the resident coordinator 
function—coordinates initiatives with other 
concerned development actors. While relations 
with such development actors have often been 
mutually beneficial, they have occasionally been 
competitive or one-sided.  United Nations coor-
dination works well at the formal United Nations 
Development Assistance Framework level, but 
there is scope for closer cooperation. United 
Nations country team members expressed the 
concern that UNDP works on issues outside its 
area specialization for which it does not consult 
or involve specialized agencies. The issue of unfair 
competition from UNDP in relation to different 
global funds was frequently raised. Relations with 
civil society tend to be weak; UNDP is often 
criticized for being too close to governments. 
However, partnerships with global funds may help 
UNDP open up to non-governmental organiza-
tions and communities.
According to the assessment systems of the 
global funds under review, UNDP work is 
considered effective. UNDP generally receives 
satisfactory to high scores demonstrating its 
ability to deliver well within the context of the 
partnerships. Each of the funds under review 
has systems for measuring the performance of 
recipient organizations on a regular basis and 
rating them against each other. According to 
those external systems of measurement, UNDP 
work has been found to be effective. Beyond the 
rating systems, there is ample evidence—based, 
in particular, on comprehensive evaluations of 
GEF and GFATM over the past years—that 
work conducted by the global funds has contrib-
uted to the achievement of development results. 
There are, however, a few less positive outcomes 
(for example, there were rare cases of corruption 
infecting individual global fund programmes at 
the country level).
Efficient support to global funds is provided 
through the three-tier structure of headquar-
ters units, regional service centres and country 
offices. In certain instances, the performance 
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necessary cost of outsourced services. UNDP 
considers that its cost structure, which is agreed 
upon in partnership documents, is reasonable.
UNDP and global funds, in particular GEF 
and GFATM, have different views on financial 
transparency. This apparent incompatibility of 
accountability systems has led to some tension, 
although decision 2011/23 of the UNDP 
Executive Board seeks to resolve differences. 
Global funds frequently criticize a perceived lack 
of UNDP transparency and financial openness. 
While they perceive UNDP as taking an exces-
sively legalistic approach, UNDP is adamant that 
it is a sovereign organization with its own govern-
ance structure and accountability and oversight 
systems, and that the demands placed on it are 
too invasive. One aspect that is evident at both 
global and national levels is that UNDP seems 
poor at communicating what it stands for and 
what it does, which leads to misunderstanding 
and distrust among stakeholders. 
Many factors beyond UNDP control adversely 
affect efficiency. In assessing UNDP perform-
ance working with global funds, the challenge 
of working in difficult contexts is, at times, not 
fully recognized. There are many factors beyond 
UNDP control that hinder project implementa-
tion. Despite external challenges, the possibility 
of using a direct execution modality (rather 
than a national execution modality) has enabled 
UNDP to surmount problems. External stake-
holders have acknowledged that UNDP works 
in difficult contexts where no other organizations 
are available (as principal recipient of last resort 
under GFATM, for example). However, judging 
by the criticisms, the depth of these challenges 
is not sufficiently understood by critics—nor are 
they sufficiently communicated by UNDP. 
The sustainability of initiatives supported 
by UNDP-global fund partnerships and the 
results of those initiatives have varied. Sustain-
ability depends on the continued availability 
of funding and the motivation and capacity 
of national counterparts to carry initiatives 
forward. There are both positive and less positive 
of internal information-sharing; there are doubts 
about the qualifications of local fund agents; and 
there is criticism of what is seen as the trialling 
of new and inefficient procedures. No issues were 
raised about MLF; the system seems straightfor-
ward and well understood. 
The overall monitoring and evaluation systems 
for global funds are found to work well and 
are often seen as more advanced than general 
UNDP requirements. There are challenges in 
monitoring and evaluating for broader devel-
opment results and in tracking human devel-
opment-related indicators. UNDP faces some 
challenges in integrating the monitoring and 
evaluation requirements of global funds with its 
own systems. The project results of global funds 
are not fully integrated into evaluation planning 
at the country and bureau levels, and many evalu-
ations covering GEF, GFATM and Multilateral 
Fund projects are not included in evaluation 
plans. All funds have rigorous monitoring and 
verification processes that track results using a 
range of quality criteria. However, longer-term 
impacts are not necessarily tracked. Overall, the 
monitoring and evaluation systems of the global 
funds are more advanced than those used by 
UNDP, but UNDP has adapted well and has 
shown a willingness to improve and learn.
While UNDP overheads are agreed upon in 
the context of partnership documents, the staff 
of global funds frequently do not consider the 
level of UNDP charges to be justified. The 
rationale for overhead charges is not commu-
nicated adequately, which has soured relations 
at times. UNDP cost recovery has been an issue 
for global funds, and GEF and GFATM have 
questioned the level of overheads. The Multilat-
eral Fund appears to have a more standardized 
cost structure, and is able to work out mutually 
agreeable budgets. Some global fund staff consider 
UNDP charges to be excessive—sometimes due 
to misinformation or a lack of appreciation of the 
risks involved. For the most part, governments 
see value for money in the fees charged by UNDP 
and take the pragmatic view that these are the 
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needs, capacities and viewpoints. The Multilat-
eral Fund is a more predictable source than others, 
as no changes to its implementation arrange-
ments are envisaged. Under all funds, much rests 
on relations with national authorities, which are 
increasingly having a say in which organizations 
they choose to work with.
PhilanthroPic founDations 
In general, initiatives supported through part-
nership between UNDP and philanthropic 
foundations fit well with national and regional 
priorities. On some occasions, the alignment 
of such initiatives with UNDP principles and 
programmatic objectives is somewhat tenuous. 
UNDP partnership with philanthropic foun-
dations has focused on issues of relevance to 
programme country governments, philanthropic 
foundations, and UNDP. The two regional-level 
initiatives, as well as other projects supported 
through partnership with philanthropic founda-
tions, address important human development 
concerns in the countries in question. However, a 
number of projects conducted in partnership with 
philanthropic foundations appear to have taken 
UNDP to the fringes of programmatic relevance, 
although relevance to programme countries and 
philanthropic foundations was never in doubt. 
Partnership between UNDP and philanthropic 
foundations has been of limited strategic 
importance to all parties involved. Partner-
ships have tended to be reactive and focused 
on individual national and regional develop-
ment challenges.  UNDP engagement with 
various philanthropic foundations over the past 
decade has evolved in the context of country-
specific circumstances, personal contacts and 
occasional outreach initiatives by both sides. The 
overall financial importance to either UNDP 
or the foundations has been relatively limited; 
many projects and substantive contributions 
to objective achievement have been small in 
scope. Over the past decade, sporadic high-level 
contacts have taken place between UNDP and 
the three concerned philanthropic foundations. 
examples of the sustainability of initiatives and 
results. Sustainability of impact varies with the 
fund and project and the targets set in the first 
place. For example, MLF has finite conclusive 
impacts in terms of reduced damage to the ozone 
layer, whereas GEF projects are highly varied 
and have more indeterminate impacts. Capacity 
development is central to sustainability, but has 
not always been strong. Middle-income countries, 
with a relatively high initial level of capacity and 
resources, are more easily able to apply lessons 
learned and to scale up activities. 
The sustainability of UNDP sectoral 
programmes is sometimes at risk where country 
offices are heavily dependent on particular 
sources of funding for the continuation of their 
programmes. Alternative funding sources are 
often not actively sought or available at the 
country level. Heavy dependence on particular 
funding sources is a concern. This is particularly 
the case with GEF, which is often intrinsic to the 
delivery of country office energy and environment 
portfolios. Other global funds do not engender 
dependency in the same way. The Multilat-
eral Fund has a specific purpose that can only 
be serviced through that one particular funding 
source and does not affect the range of UNDP 
environmental work, while the whole premise of 
the partnership with GFATM is on an as-needed 
basis. Reliance on global funds is not necessarily 
a problem, provided that offices are set up to cope 
with funding fluctuations.
Partnership between UNDP and global funds is 
susceptible to a variety of factors. The sustain-
ability of such partnerships is not a given in a 
dynamic global development context where the 
priorities of established players are evolving and 
new actors are emerging. Sustainability of part-
nerships often depends on factors outside UNDP 
control. The funds have their own raison d’être 
and internal ‘drivers’. It is assumed, for example, 
that as GEF opens up to more implementing 
organizations, the UNDP role will diminish, and 
the choice of UNDP as principal recipient of last 
resort under GFATM usually depends on local 
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UNDP has occasionally had to adapt its own 
systems and adopt procedures recommended 
by the foundations. Systems of results-based 
disbursements on the part of the foundations, 
based on regular reporting, have enforced some 
degree of discipline.
UNDP overhead charges are frequently 
contested by philanthropic foundations and 
national government counterparts. UNDP 
has been unable to effectively communicate 
the rationale for the charges, which gives rise 
to periodic disagreements among partners 
and potentially undermines new partnership 
opportunities. During the planning phases of 
projects, philanthropic foundations and govern-
ment partners tend to agree with UNDP on 
overhead charges (based on standard UNDP 
procedures). However, the issue of overhead 
charges often resurfaces and has, in some cases, 
led to philanthropic foundations reconsidering 
partnering with UNDP. The issue of overhead 
charges is not always contentious, however, and 
there are examples of philanthropic foundations 
acknowledging the benefits of working with 
UNDP despite the charges.
UNDP partnerships with philanthropic founda-
tions have tended to be exclusive affairs. There is 
no evidence of UNDP having facilitated partner-
ship between another United Nations country 
team member and a philanthropic founda-
tion. Rather, there are examples of competition 
among United Nations organizations for phil-
anthropic foundation patronage.  Overall, there 
are few instances where an existing partnership 
between UNDP and a philanthropic foundation 
has involved, or could have involved, other United 
Nations partners. In the United Arab Emirates, the 
Office of the Resident Coordinator appears to have 
been regularly bypassed by other United Nations 
organizations exploring partnership opportunities 
with nationally-based philanthropic foundations, 
to the point where government authorities have 
complained about United Nations competition 
and lack of harmonization. 
However, work cultures and expectations have 
varied considerably; close institutionalized coop-
eration has gradually evolved into a more ad hoc 
approach to partnership.
In most cases, it is difficult to associate part-
nership between UNDP and philanthropic 
foundations with demonstrable and positive 
developmental change. In several instances, 
it is possible to report on the achievement of 
some development results. The multifunctional 
platform initiative in West Africa, supported by 
the Gates Foundation, stands out as having made 
an important difference in the life of many primary 
stakeholders, predominantly women. With 
respect to other partnerships between UNDP 
and philanthropic foundations, though project 
outputs have been delivered, it is premature in 
many cases—or not possible—to determine their 
contribution to developmental change. 
Working relationships with philanthropic 
foundations are generally good, contributing 
to the delivery of planned outputs. A range of 
issues related to administrative arrangements 
and country office capacity reduce overall effi-
ciency. Most partnerships between UNDP and 
philanthropic foundations experienced bureau-
cratic challenges, including delays in reporting, 
funds allocation, procurement, recruitment and 
processing by regional service centres. These 
were due to different factors related varyingly to 
UNDP, the respective philanthropic foundation 
or the government. However, such issues are not 
inevitable, and some projects are implemented 
with relatively few setbacks. 
Adapting to the planning, monitoring and eval-
uation requirements of the philanthropic foun-
dations has posed some challenges to UNDP 
country offices. The raising of standards has 
generally been welcomed and has contributed 
to increased capacities on the part of UNDP. 
The quality of planning documents prepared 
for partnership initiatives with philanthropic 
funds tends to be relatively high. Monitoring 
and reporting systems have been based on phil-
anthropic foundation requirements. As a result, 
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the near future. Though new partnership oppor-
tunities will probably emerge, representatives of 
philanthropic foundations were not completely 
positive about the desirability of broader strategic 
partnerships with UNDP. Opportunities for 
strategic partnerships are not necessarily remote, 
however, given the recommendations made by 
foundations with respect to preferred partner-
ship modalities (and presuming UNDP interest, 
which is not apparent at the moment).
conclusions
Conclusion 1: Reforms of the international 
development architecture are likely to continue 
given the efforts of the donor community to 
strengthen the performance of existing multi-
lateral arrangements embodied by the United 
Nations, including through more direct issue-
specific support. In this context, the UNDP 
record in demonstrating its comparative 
advantage has been stronger with respect to 
partnership with global funds than with phil-
anthropic foundations. In many areas, and given 
its near-universal country presence, UNDP still 
has a competitive advantage; its long experience 
and established structure means that it remains 
an indispensable part of the system. However, the 
future of this advantage is not secure—new actors 
will emerge, grow and gain confidence and expe-
rience; donor preferences will evolve; and global 
funds and programmes addressing a wide range 
of ‘niche’ issues will proliferate.
The central question for UNDP is how to secure 
future funding in order to discharge its mandate, 
relating to both its programmatic coverage as well 
as its strategic role within the United Nations 
System, as ably as possible. The experience of 
partnership with global funds, in particular, 
appears to imply a greater focus on a narrow range 
of specialized issues and corresponding closer 
cooperation with a number of specialist agencies 
(United Nations and otherwise). This may imply 
give-and-take in terms of UNDP capacity to 
pursue a more broadly defined human develop-
ment agenda.
While the UNDP Bureau for External 
Relations and Advocacy has a focal point 
function for philanthropic foundation partner-
ship, it has not established strong relationships 
with the foundations. Moreover, its support to 
programme units in terms of lessons-learning, 
knowledge-sharing and facilitating contacts 
with philanthropic foundations has been weak. 
The Bureau has allocated very limited resources 
to liaison with philanthropic foundations or the 
conduct of related policy research and analysis. 
Responsibility for managing specific partnerships 
rests primarily with regional bureaux, regional 
service centres or country offices. The Bureau 
tends not to follow up closely on implementation, 
and plays only a limited role in tracking progress 
or collating related monitoring and evaluation 
reports. Neither does it play an active role in iden-
tifying lessons, sharing information or advocating 
for partnerships with philanthropic foundations.
Overall, there are few indications that the results 
achieved through partnerships with philan-
thropic foundations are sustainable. While 
efforts have been made to ensure sustainability 
as part of project planning documents, most 
initiatives are either unlikely to achieve sustain-
ability or will require more time to determine 
whether they will do so. In the context of the part-
nerships between UNDP and philanthropic foun-
dations that have contributed to achieving devel-
opment results, a number of initiatives do show 
some potential for sustainability. In other initia-
tives—those related to democratic governance and 
capacity development, for example—much will 
depend on continued commitment and opportu-
nities to take initial achievements forward. 
Given the ad hoc nature of most partnerships 
between UNDP and philanthropic founda-
tions, it is likely that instances of partnership in 
particular country contexts will not be sustained 
in the long term. However, opportunities for 
ad hoc partnerships in new country contexts 
remain; opportunities for broader strategic 
cooperation with philanthropic foundations 
may also be possible. A number of partnerships 
with philanthropic foundations are likely to end in 
e x e c u t i v e  s u M M a r y x x i
United Nations system. Though implementation 
remains uneven, there is a growing awareness 
of the need for cross-linkages and connections 
between thematic areas such as poverty reduction, 
gender equality and environmental sustainability. 
Capacity development activities are extensive at 
the project level, but a strategic approach that 
prioritizes the long-term objective of ‘helping 
recipient governments help themselves’ is lacking. 
All partners have specific mandates that determine 
the type of activities they finance and the nature 
of the benefits they seek. This inevitably limits 
the nature of the projects for which UNDP can 
seek funding from such funds. Country offices 
consistently struggle to secure the additional 
funds needed to achieve core UNDP human 
development objectives. 
Conclusion 4: UNDP remains an important 
conduit for development funding. This is 
particularly clear in the case of partnership with 
global funds, where strategic, corporate-level 
linkages are cultivated and maintained. Part-
nership with philanthropic foundations have 
been more opportunistic, based on country and 
project-level requirements. Moreover, given the 
fundamentally different organizational struc-
tures, procedures and cultures of philanthropic 
foundations, UNDP may not always be the 
most appropriate partner.  UNDP is one of a few 
organizations able to handle the large amounts of 
funding channelled through the global funds. It 
is able to cover a range of sectors in the complex 
environments in which these funds often seek to 
operate, and has the capacity to do so in accordance 
with internationally agreed standards. UNDP has 
demonstrated its ability to perform effectively, to 
meet the rigorous standards set by funds, and to 
develop innovative approaches to development 
and administrative challenges. Global funds are 
highly relevant strategic partners for UNDP, both 
in budgetary and substantive terms. The relation-
ship is of mutual importance but tense at times, as 
large and complex institutions strive to find ways 
of working together.
Conclusion 2: In engaging with global funds and 
philanthropic foundations, UNDP has demon-
strated flexibility in adjusting its programmatic 
focus and operational modalities. Partnership 
with global funds has led to a concentration on 
narrowly defined sectoral issues that are also 
addressed, to a varying extent, by other special-
ized United Nations funds and programmes. 
Partnership with philanthropic foundations 
has resulted in coverage of an eclectic range of 
development issues. In working with non-core 
funding instruments within the context of the 
changing development cooperation architecture, 
UNDP appears to have been prepared to engage, 
where opportune, with issues that lie on the 
fringes of the programmatic focus areas defined in 
its strategic plan, 2008-2013. This has been more 
pronounced in the partnership with philanthropic 
foundations, which has typically been more ad 
hoc and context-specific. In working with global 
funds, UNDP has developed highly specialized 
technical capacities within the programmatic 
focus areas of the strategic plan that may not 
previously have been required of UNDP. 
In making itself available as a qualified partner 
of global funds, UNDP has found itself both 
competing and cooperating more frequently 
with other specialized United Nations organi-
zations. This has affected inter-agency relations 
and has raised broader questions of United 
Nations System coherence, efficiency and devel-
opment effectiveness.
Conclusion 3: The programmatic objectives 
of partnership with global funds and phil-
anthropic foundations are generally aligned 
with the broadly framed UNDP strategic plan. 
UNDP has missed opportunities to maximize 
the benefits of partnership to consistently 
integrate a human development perspective and 
foster a more holistic development approach. 
In working with global funds and philanthropic 
foundations, UNDP did not sufficiently ensure 
relevance to its core priorities by mainstreaming 
objectives related to human development, national 
capacity development or coordination within the 
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Conclusion 6: At the institutional level, UNDP 
faces challenges in meeting the expectations 
of current and potential global fund and foun-
dation partners. In particular, if UNDP is to 
maintain and enhance these partnerships it will 
need to resolve issues relating to transparency, 
bureaucratic efficiency and cost-effectiveness. 
The support frame for international assistance 
is shifting. There is a wider array of interna-
tional and national partners for donors to choose 
from, and recipient governments are increas-
ingly demanding—and have the capacities—to 
directly implement international projects. UNDP 
success in this increasingly competitive environ-
ment requires greater responsiveness to donor 
expectations and a continuing effort to stream-
line institutional procedures so that the value of 
using UNDP services is clear. Although UNDP 
management has made progress on transparency 
issues (with respect to the sharing of audit infor-
mation with donor partners, for example), such 
changes are perceived by partners as being made 
slowly and reluctantly. Concerns have also been 
raised about UNDP overhead cost structures. 
While UNDP overhead fees may be equiva-
lent to or less than those of some other interna-
tional institutions, funders need to be convinced 
of the additional value that UNDP brings as 
an intermediate entity between the funders and 
their beneficiaries. 
recoMMenDations
Recommendation 1: In fostering and strength-
ening partnerships with global funds and 
philanthropic foundations, UNDP should 
focus strongly on supporting the prioritiza-
tion of national development concerns. To the 
extent possible, over-reliance on any particular 
funding source should be avoided in order to 
retain flexibility. In working with global funds 
and philanthropic foundations to support national 
development, UNDP needs to be sensitive to the 
risk of influencing national development agendas 
through the availability of funding in earmarked 
sectors. Though uncommon, there were instances 
where a side-effect of global fund involvement was 
UNDP is less essential to philanthropic founda-
tions; they often deal with smaller-scale projects 
and thus have a wider choice of implementing 
organizations. Relationships with philanthropic 
foundations have not progressed much beyond 
ad hoc project-based partnerships. Some UNDP 
advantages—its size, structure and capacity to 
manage large-scale funding—are a disadvantage 
for smaller donors, where these strengths can 
become encumbrances. Whether UNDP would 
be able to meet smaller donor requirements (and 
to do so in a manner that would be cost-effective 
for its own purposes) raises questions as to its 
suitability as a partner. 
Conclusion 5: UNDP management of partner-
ships with global funds and philanthropic foun-
dations has lacked strategic vision and overall 
coordination. UNDP could have done more 
to foster coordination among headquarters-
based management units—and between them, 
the regional bureaux and other policy bureaux 
and units. Partnership with philanthropic 
foundations has been neglected, limiting rela-
tionships to project-specific initiatives, with 
minimal corporate-level guidance and follow-
up. UNDP institutional-level working relation-
ships with global funds are well established, with 
regular senior-level exchanges. While the respec-
tive central coordination units manage relations 
with the funds, on the one hand, and the imple-
menting programme units, on the other, there is 
no overarching management of those relation-
ships in the broader context of UNDP partner-
ship with non-core donors. As a result, little, if 
any, cross-cutting analysis has been conducted of 
the programmatic role of the partnerships in the 
context of the changing development architec-
ture. Over the past decade, UNDP has made few 
concerted attempts to foster longer-term, strategic-
level partnerships with philanthropic foundations. 
The resulting impression received by philanthropic 
foundations is that UNDP is not particularly inter-
ested in communicating on substantive issues or in 
exploring strategic alliances. 
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objectives, it should explicitly require that partners 
foster cross-linkages that encourage advancing 
areas such as gender equality, capacity develop-
ment, environmental sustainability and civil society 
participation. A more systematized approach to 
capacity development will be necessary to enable 
country offices to identify opportunities to better 
track progress and explain to other stakeholders 
what it is doing. Capacity development, with clear 
benchmarks that can be monitored and evaluated, 
should be a key deliverable in all global fund and 
philanthropic foundation projects.
Recommendation 3: UNDP should focus on 
the role that partnership with global funds 
can play in securing development support 
to programme countries, particularly in the 
context of the rapidly changing international 
development cooperation architecture. UNDP 
needs stronger central coordination of infor-
mation and knowledge management functions 
in order to facilitate a more strategic approach 
to partnership with global funds. There is no 
overarching function that oversees all UNDP 
work with global funds, and there is limited coor-
dination among the respective units—or between 
them and regional bureaux and other policy 
bureaux and units. Identifying or developing such 
a function would place UNDP senior manage-
ment in a better position to engage with the global 
funds in a more strategic manner. Considering the 
importance of partnership to UNDP, particularly 
from the perspective of resource mobilization, 
a more integrated and less piecemeal approach 
is advisable, particularly during a period when 
donor relations are undergoing rapid change.
A central coordinating function is likely to be 
able to play a strategic role in engaging with 
other development actors (particularly United 
Nations organizations) in connection with the 
partnerships with global funds. There are internal 
fault lines within UNDP that constrain the 
exchange of lessons learned across the organiza-
tion. UNDP should explore ways to strengthen 
the management of knowledge emanating from, 
and pertaining to, different partnerships across 
the organization. 
to draw attention—and counterpart resources—
away from the highest national concerns. In such 
circumstances, UNDP has a vital role as mediator, 
ensuring that the proposed package of activities 
meets national interests.
The integrity of UNDP programming in any 
given thematic area should be safeguarded by 
avoiding an over-reliance on one particular fund 
or foundation. Some sectoral programmes are 
heavily or wholly reliant on specific sources of 
funding. This makes the programmes vulner-
able to closure if the funding stops. It can also 
focus attention away from areas that may be 
equally critical but for which funding may be less 
readily available. While some country offices may 
have few options, country offices should receive 
support to identify alternative sources of funding 
and diversify their funding base.
Recommendation 2: UNDP should engage 
more explicitly and consistently with global 
funds and philanthropic foundations in order 
to establish common ground and develop 
mutual approaches to development challenges. 
In its partnership with global funds and philan-
thropic foundations, UNDP should place more 
explicit emphasis on the central importance of 
mainstreaming a human development perspec-
tive and developing national capacities. UNDP 
needs to continually demonstrate to global funds 
and philanthropic foundations that it is a relevant 
partner. In addition to maintaining a country 
presence and the ability to deliver programmes 
and projects, relevance is a function of the 
value that UNDP adds in contributing interna-
tional expertise, sharing lessons learned around 
the world, and building synergies with broader 
efforts. UNDP should make more concerted 
efforts to ensure that its partnership with philan-
thropic foundations falls within its programmatic 
mandate, adheres to human development princi-
ples, and represents value for money. 
While UNDP has made substantial progress over 
the past years in advocating stronger linkages with 
a broader human development perspective and in 
securing the commitment of its partners to related 
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minimize discord stemming from differences in 
bureaucratic cultures and expectations, UNDP 
should develop a communication strategy that 
clarifies what it can and cannot do. UNDP 
should conduct a comprehensive review of its 
rules, procedures and practices relating to part-
nerships with global funds and philanthropic 
foundations. The review should provide the basis 
for engaging in comprehensive, cross-cutting 
dialogues to strengthen partnerships and increase 
efficiencies. It should also lead to developing a 
partnership framework for global funds and phil-
anthropic foundations, clearly defining program-
matic objectives and the operational environment. 
UNDP should continue to review and take 
forward its processes for financial transparency 
and auditing in relation to non-core funds, partic-
ularly large-scale global funds. Full disclosure 
should be the norm, whether it refers to informa-
tion at the country level or to principles upheld by 
the central organization. UNDP should consider 
conducting a comprehensive assessment of the 
financial cost of partnerships with different global 
funds and philanthropic foundations. The assess-
ment should focus on strengthening the position 
of UNDP to negotiate overhead charges in the 
future and to demonstrate its level of counterpart 
funding. UNDP should engage with its partners 
in more innovative ways in order to ensure that 
its work supporting programme country develop-
ment is better recognized and understood.
Monitoring and evaluation of projects imple-
mented through partnership with global funds 
and philanthropic foundations should receive 
adequate attention, as partnerships can only 
mature when there is mutual learning. UNDP 
should also apply lessons learned from the moni-
toring and evaluation of partnerships with global 
funds and philanthropic foundations to other 
areas of its work. An additional concern would be 
to ensure that monitoring and evaluation capture 
the contributions of the partnerships to achieving 
broad human development outcomes.
Recommendation 4: Building on ongoing 
Bureau for External Relations and Advocacy 
initiatives, UNDP should develop a partner-
ship strategy to engage with philanthropic 
foundations. Such a strategy should be built on 
a clear assessment of potential partners; on their 
motivations and goals; on potential benefits 
to UNDP programme countries; on UNDP 
value-added in engaging with such partners; 
and the opportunities and risks of doing so. In 
order to make the most of potential opportuni-
ties for constructive engagement with philan-
thropic foundations, UNDP should undertake a 
thorough review of existing partnership experi-
ences and potential partnership opportunities. 
UNDP would be negligent in its responsibilities 
to its Member States if it did not engage with such 
foundations in a proactive and sustained manner. 
UNDP could conceivably make an important 
contribution as a facilitator between philan-
thropic foundations and a range of partners in 
programme countries; moreover, depending upon 
the nature of partnerships forged in the future, 
the potential for supporting the mobilization of 
significant amounts of resources for development 
should not be discounted.
UNDP should explore different models of collab-
oration with philanthropic foundations—such as 
mobilizing the collective support of foundations 
for particular issues, and engaging in partner-
ships with foundations in collaboration with 
United Nations partners involved in similar 
areas. UNDP should strengthen its information 
management and reporting system for philan-
thropic foundations, with a view to improving its 
understanding of partnership trends with regard 
to such foundations.
Recommendation 5: UNDP has a particular 
responsibility to find solutions to opera-
tional and procedural bottlenecks, including 
issues relating to transparency and oversight, 
that hamper relationships with global funds 
and philanthropic foundations. In order to 
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on an increasingly important dimension of inter-
national development cooperation.
The principal objectives of the evaluation are to: 
 Assess the effectiveness, efficiency and 
sustainability of UNDP support to the 
achievement of development results when 
activities are carried out in partnership with 
global funds or philanthropic foundations;
 Clarify the added value to key stakeholders 
(including national governments and civil 
society, UNDP and the funds and foundations) 
of UNDP partnership with global funds and 
philanthropic foundations, and the UNDP 
comparative advantage  in partnering with 
such funding instruments; and
 Provide actionable recommendations on 
how UNDP partnership with global funds 
and philanthropic foundations could be 
further developed. 
1.1 bacKGrounD
The diversity of institutions and different types 
of partnerships has multiplied based largely on 
increased earmarking of public funding for specific 
purposes as donors seek to substantiate the use 
and impact of taxpayer fu nds, and by private 
resources being allocated in different ways to 
support development. Specific development chal-
lenges have brought together groups of donors—
comprising governments, civil society and the 
private sector—in establishing ‘global funds’ that 
channel funding towards specific development 
objectives, normally at the sub-sectoral level. 
The United Nations Development Programme 
(UNDP) has sought to adjust to the evolving 
development cooperation architecture in different 
ways, and has engaged with a range of partner-
ship and funding mechanisms in carrying out its 
mandate and support to developing countries. 
The past two decades have seen the emergence 
of an increasing number of funding instruments 
and other types of institutions outside the estab-
lished framework for development coopera-
tion. UNDP has actively engaged with many of 
these new actors. Almost 40 years ago, UNDP 
helped establish the first substantial global 
fund, the Consultative Group on International 
Agricultural Research. In addition, UNDP has 
been a part of many other new approaches to 
what is considered to be traditional development 
cooperation, including the promotion of South-
South cooperation as a complementary modality 
for support to developing countries. UNDP 
facilitates bilateral funding at the country level, 
which has led to an upsurge of non-core funding. 
Among United Nations agencies, UNDP has 
supported and managed the United Nations 
approach to volunteerism.
In implementing its work programme, the Evalu-
ation Office seeks to acquire a coherent under-
standing of the UNDP role in the continuously 
evolving international development coopera-
tion architecture. For example, it completed an 
evaluation of South-South cooperation in 2007 
and plans to undertake another evaluation in 
2012. This present report, constituting the first 
thematic evaluation focusing specifically on 
UNDP partnership with global funds and philan-
thropic foundations,1 aims to contribute insights 
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1 The evaluation was approved by the Executive Board in its decision DP/2008/31 on the Programme of work of the Evalu-
ation Office, as contained in UNDP, DP/2009/2, New York, 8 October 2008.
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opportunities to further strengthen support 
to programme countries on a range of critical 
issues, developing such partnerships has been 
important in a context of continued uncertainty 
over the availability of sustained levels of core 
resources. In partnering with funds, UNDP has 
sought to leverage its comparative advantage as 
the Unite Nation’s global development network 
that supports programme countries in accessing 
financial resources and in delivering related 
programmes and projects. Different partner-
ship dynamics have resulted in a range of insti-
tutional arrangements at both the corporate and 
the programme country level. Varying country 
contexts have led UNDP to engage in distinctly 
different partnerships in which it has played the 
role of principal recipient of funds, implementing 
agency, interlocutor, coordinator and adviser.
As UNDP partnership with global funds and 
philanthropic foundations has matured over 
the past 10 years, and as new partnerships have 
emerged, issues relating to the contribution of 
such partnership to the achievement of devel-
opment results have begun to gain increasing 
attention. One cluster of issues relates to the 
extent to which partnership with global funds 
and philanthropic foundations is aligned with 
the principles of development effectiveness and 
human development, addresses national priori-
ties and is coordinated with other development 
partners. UNDP has often viewed partnership 
with global funds and philanthropic foundations 
with some trepidation. 
Based on a perspective that has been coloured 
by multilateral development experiences, UNDP 
has at times perceived global funds’ sectoral focus 
as too narrow and philanthropic foundation 
agendas as being largely driven by the interests 
of wealthy entrepreneurs. Key questions include 
whether UNDP, by engaging with such organi-
zations, is allowing itself to be distracted from 
its core mandate; and whether UNDP is doing 
its member countries and itself a disservice by 
working on issues that, though resources are 
available, may not necessarily constitute the 
highest developmental priorities. 
Global funds have been particularly important 
in funding health, education and environmental 
programmes. Philanthropic foundations have 
been set up by individuals and corporations with 
the objective of mitigating different develop-
mental problems perceived as causing inequity in 
poor countries. 
In many cases, donors’ underlying motivation 
in making financing available through global 
funds or philanthropic foundations has been 
disillusionment with the performance of existing 
multilateral arrangements embodied by the 
United Nations and multilateral development 
banks. A somewhat related motivation was to 
establish mechanisms to quickly and efficiently 
provide targeted support to areas where it was 
most needed.
Global funds, often also referred to as vertical 
funds, are largely considered to have brought a 
new dimension to the delivery of multilateral 
development cooperation. Though the first major 
global fund, the Consultative Group on Interna-
tional Agricultural Research, was established in 
the early 1970s, the last decade has seen consider-
able proliferation of such funds. Funds such as the 
Global Fund to Fight AIDS, Tuberculosis and 
Malaria (GFATM), established in 2002, typically 
have an explicit sector focus and a more clearly 
specified results-chain than horizontally oriented 
multilateral aid channels. Their governing bodies 
have a more representative balance between 
donors and recipients on the executive boards 
and greater civil society organization participa-
tion than generally seen in the United Nations 
system and multilateral development banks. In 
addition, global funds tend to have close links 
to private-sector aid delivery, and programmes 
tend to be time-bound. Global funds generally 
demonstrate strong commitments to monitoring, 
evaluation and the idea of allowing performance 
data to guide subsequent funding decisions. 
Having kept abreast of the evolving development 
cooperation architecture, UNDP has established 
partnerships with numerous global funds and 
philanthropic foundations, at both the global 
and country level. In addition to providing new 
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rather than a programme or project. It provides 
a broad perspective on how partnership arrange-
ments between UNDP and a range of funding 
instruments have evolved in the context of 
increasing reliance on non-core resources, as well 
as on the relative importance of the new funding 
institutions alongside the traditional multilateral 
development cooperation system. The report 
includes an historic review of these trends and 
discusses the emergence of UNDP partnership 
with global funds and philanthropic foundations. 
Against this background, the evaluation focuses 
on UNDP partnership with three global funds 
and three philanthropic foundations:
 The Global Environment Facility (GEF);
 The Global Fund to Fight AIDS, Tuberculosis 
and Malaria (GFATM);
 The Multilateral Fund for the Implementation 
of the Montreal Protocol (MLF);
 The Mohammed bin Rashid Al Maktoum 
Foundation (Al Maktoum Foundation);
 The Bill and Melinda Gates Foundation 
(Gates Foundation); and
 The Open Society Institute/Soros Foundations 
(Soros Foundation). 
The three selected global funds account for a 
large part of UNDP engagement with global 
funds. Evaluation findings should thus cover the 
spectrum of experiences across the organization. 
The selection criteria for philanthropic founda-
tions include: i) the size of activities with UNDP, 
ii) the size of the foundations’ activities in the 
total aid architecture and iii) the foundation’s 
sector and regional focus. During the assessed 
time period, UNDP has engaged with numerous 
philanthropic foundations in addition to those 
selected. However, the selected foundations are 
arguably the more important current partners in 
terms of scope and likelihood of further engage-
ment. They also differ from one another in terms 
of governance structures and sector focus, which 
makes for a useful comparative analysis.
Another cluster of issues relates to the perceived 
opportunities associated with partnership with 
global funds and philanthropic foundations. Not 
only does partnership with such organizations 
facilitate access to additional resources in support 
of programme country development, it may also 
enable UNDP to make critical contributions to 
human development in a number of narrowly 
defined fields. This may stimulate UNDP to 
become a more dynamic, innovative and knowl-
edge-based organization, and it may permit 
UNDP to position itself as the partner of choice 
in an increasingly crowded field. 
In addressing some of these issues, this evalua-
tion will differentiate between the experiences of 
partnering with global funds and partnering with 
philanthropic foundations. The evaluation will 
also draw distinctions between the widely varying 
programmatic objectives and organizational 
setups of entities within each category. In terms 
of further UNDP engagement with these funds, 
it will be critical to develop an understanding of 
how partnership modalities and practices have 
evolved over the past decade. What type of 
function and role is appropriate for an organiza-
tion such as UNDP, which has a country-based 
approach to development cooperation that cuts 
across sectors, when partnering with vertically 
oriented institutions? The partnership modali-
ties that have been developed, coupled with 
the support structures at headquarters and the 
country level, provide a wealth of examples of 
how partnerships can be approached and formal-
ized. How can UNDP best utilize its comparative 
advantage, and to what extent can it be reinforced 
through partnering with vertical funds and phil-
anthropic foundations? Moreover, what risks are 
present when merging the administrative systems 
of UNDP with vertically oriented institutions?
1.2 scoPe
The evaluation covers the period from 2001 to 
2010 (developments that took place during 2011 
are taken into account to the extent possible). The 
evaluation focuses on partnership as a modality 
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 Relevance: The evaluation draws conclusions 
regarding how UNDP has positioned itself 
vis-à-vis global funds and philanthropic 
foundations in order to maximize its 
relevance and leverage in providing support to 
programme countries. Relevance is reviewed 
in terms of the importance of partnership 
in the delivery of outputs and contribution 
to outcomes, as well as alignment with 
programmatic priorities of governments, 
UNDP, funds and foundations.
 Effectiveness: The evaluation assesses UNDP 
contributions to development results at the 
outcome level through its cooperation with 
global funds and philanthropic foundations. 
Issues regarding UNDP outcome-orientation 
in partnering with such financing instruments 
will be reviewed, along with potential 
opportunity costs of such partnerships. 
 Efficiency: The evaluation assesses 
partnership modalities, both at the broader 
corporate level and within the context of 
specific countries, with a particular focus 
on timeliness and resource utilization. 
UNDP internal arrangements in managing 
partnerships with global funds and 
philanthropic foundations are also reviewed. 
 Sustainability: The sustainability of 
development results to which UNDP 
Table 1 illustrates the relative importance of 
global funds and philanthropic foundations to 
non-core contributions to UNDP in 2010. The 
combined contribution of GEF, GFATM and 
MLF amounts to $657 million (16.2 percent of 
non-core resources). The combined contribu-
tion of 10 selected philanthropic foundations, 
including those mentioned above, amounts to 
$10.1 million (0.3 percent of non-core resources).
In evaluating UNDP partnership, categorizing 
institutions as global funds or philanthropic 
foundations provides only a loose organizing 
framework; institutions within each of these 
categories vary considerably in terms of scope, 
strategic intent, mandate, culture and structure. 
For example, the size and scope of the GEF and 
GFATM partnerships require a different analyt-
ical approach as compared to assessments of the 
considerably smaller existing philanthropic foun-
dation partnerships. The evaluation treats each 
partnership on an individual basis and only draws 
comparisons among and between funds and 
foundations where appropriate. 
1.3 evaluation criteria
The evaluation uses the following criteria to 
assess UNDP partnership with global funds and 
philanthropic foundations: 
table 1. Contributions to UNDP in 2010 (in millions of US dollars)
Total  
contributions 
to UNDP in 
2010
Contributions 
to UNDP from 
core resources
Contributions 
to UNDP from 
non-core 
resources
Contributions 
to UNDP 
from selected 
global fundsa  
(part of 
non-core)
Contributions 
to UNDP from 
selected  
philanthropic 
foundationsb 
(part of non-core)
Contribution amount 5,013 967 4,046 657 10.0
Percentage of total 
contributions
100 19 81 13 0.2
Percentage of contributions 
from non-core resources
100 16 0.3
a. GEF, GFATM and MLF.
b. Al Maktoum Foundation, the Gates Foundation, Ford Foundation, Khalifa Bin Zayed Al Nehayan Foundation, Open Society Institute 
(New York), Soros Foundation, Soros Foundation Network, Rockefeller Foundation, Turner Foundation, UN Foundation, Zayed Bin Sultan 
Al Nahayan Charitable and Humanitarian Foundation.
Source: UNDP.
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In addition, addressing attribution challenges in 
terms of how results are achieved poses difficulties 
in analysing partnership. The fact that partnerships 
take place in a multi-stakeholder environment 
further complicates the assessment, as the various 
stakeholders have multiple logics and objectives. 
Other challenges that had to be addressed during 
evaluation design include the intention to cover 
a ten-year time-frame while needing to contend 
with time and budgetary constraints. This limited 
the scope of data collection and restricted the 
coverage of case studies. Moreover, case study 
selection was influenced by factors such as suit-
ability of the proposed timing to country offices 
and the availability of appropriate counterparts. 
During the initial phase of the evaluation, 
comparative financial data on philanthropic foun-
dation contributions to UNDP were difficult to 
obtain. This led to challenges in obtaining a sense 
of the totality of UNDP engagement with phil-
anthropic foundations. In addition, partnership 
agreements are not systematically collected and 
registered at headquarters, and country offices are 
not required to provide such information to the 
Partnerships Bureau in New York.
1.5 evaluation aPProach
The evaluation team conducted significant back-
ground research and interacted with UNDP and 
partner stakeholders prior to developing the 
evaluation methodology. Careful consideration 
was given to the type of partner institutions that 
would be possible and suitable for inclusion in 
the assessment and the extent to which financial 
information and formal agreements between 
UNDP and partnership institutions existed. 
Given the nature of this thematic evaluation, 
which looks at partnership with a range of 
different entities, the assessment is not built on 
a unifying logic model covering all partnerships. 
The overarching premise is that UNDP, in line 
with its mandate, seeks to engage with global 
funds and philanthropic foundations in order 
programmes have contributed is of central 
importance to the achievement of longer-term 
impacts. In some cases, the sustainability of 
particular partnerships between UNDP and 
global funds and philanthropic foundations 
is also critical to ensuring continued support 
to programme countries. The evaluation will 
assess the extent to which concerns for both 
dimensions of sustainability have shaped 
UNDP partnership with global funds and 
philanthropic foundations. 
The assessment of partnership contributions to 
achieving development results (effectiveness) will 
build strongly on existing evaluative material, 
particularly for the global funds. The primary 
focus of this evaluation will be on ascertaining the 
alignment of such partnership with the program-
matic priorities of programme countries, UNDP 
and the respective fund or foundation partners. 
The evaluation will also examine the importance 
of partnership to results delivery (relevance), the 
operational challenges in delivering develop-
ment services and products through partnerships, 
the challenges of working together (efficiency), 
and on the sustainability of not only results, but 
also of support to programme countries through 
partnership. The extent to which human devel-
opment principles, particularly gender equality, 
are taken into consideration in partnering with 
global funds and philanthropic foundation have 
also been a key factor in the overall analysis.
1.4 evaluation challenGes
There are numerous factors inherent in develop-
ment partnerships that challenge effective evalu-
ation. Understanding the mechanisms that affect 
the results attained through partnership requires 
careful consideration of the rationale behind the 
partnerships, the social capital within the part-
nership, the relative importance of formalization 
of agreements and external or contextual issues. 
Though difficult to assess, these factors must 
be considered in determining the evaluation 
approach and conducting case studies. 
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Evaluation questions related to assessing 
the efficiency of the partnership:
 What factors influenced whether or not the 
partnerships achieved what they set out to do? 
How efficiently have the partnerships operated? 
What internal factors (on the part of UNDP 
and the partners) affected efficiency, for example, 
with respect to management, administration, 
values, coordination or resources?
 What monitoring and reporting systems are 
there for activities implemented through the 
partnerships at the global and country levels? 
Have these mechanisms been efficient? Are 
there any gaps? 
Evaluation questions related to assessing 
the sustainability of the partnership:
 How was the issue of sustainability taken into 
account in the partnerships?
 To what extent is handover to governments 
preceded by capacity development 
programmes? What examples are there for 
the up-scaling of programmes or projects 
implemented in partnership with global 
funds and philanthropic foundations? 
1.5.2 case stuDies
UNDP partnership with global funds and phil-
anthropic foundations is analysed using a case 
study approach, which implies that only a limited 
selection of UNDP partnerships in these two 
categories will be included. Such an approach was 
deemed necessary considering the large number 
of philanthropic foundations with which UNDP 
has had some engagement. A total of six partner-
ships were selected as case studies for the evalua-
tion, including partnership with:
 Global funds: GEF, GFATM, MLF
 Philanthropic foundations: Al Maktoum 
Foundation, Gates Foundation,  
Soros Foundation
Conclusions drawn regarding UNDP partner-
ship with global funds apply primarily to the 
to enhance its support to programme countries. 
However, the ‘logic’ of each partnership is 
different, focusing on different sets of results, 
underlying assumptions, and delivery mecha-
nisms. As such, each partnership is assessed on 
the basis of specific partnership agreements and 
results frameworks (to the extent that they exist 
or can be recreated through document analysis 
and key stakeholder interviews). The analysis of 
the selected partnerships takes place within the 
context of the overarching premise, while taking 
into account existing UNDP policies and systems 
defining partnership with a range of partner 
types, including the private sector. 
1.5.1  Key evaluation questions
The evaluation seeks to address the following 
key evaluation questions, which are based on the 
questions outlined in the inception report:
Evaluation questions related to assessing 
the relevance of the partnership:
 How well are the partnerships aligned with the 
priorities of national governments, UNDP, the 
global funds and philanthropic foundations? 
How did partnership with UNDP affect the 
global funds and philanthropic foundations? 
How did partnership with global funds and 
philanthropic foundations affect UNDP?
 How important is the relationship between 
UNDP and global fund and philanthropic 
foundations at global, regional and country 
levels? If the relationship is important, why? 
If it is not important, why not? 
 What is the UNDP strategy towards global 
funds and philanthropic foundations?
Evaluation questions related to assessing 
the effectiveness of the partnership:
 What were the partners hoping to achieve 
through this partnership? Have these results 
been achieved? If so, what are they? If not, 
why not? What evidence is there for the 
achievement of results (or lack thereof )? 
Have there been any unintended positive or 
negative consequences?
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engaged in partnership with any of the 
selected philanthropic foundations, these were 
also reviewed. These countries were chosen 
taking into account a combination of criteria 
(e.g. amount of funding received, relevance 
over the last five years, coverage of funds and 
foundations, regional coverage and different 
levels of human development experiences in 
different UNDP regions through a mix of 
country typologies, with a particular focus 
on Africa). Relevant financial data pertaining 
to projects conducted in partnership with 
global funds and philanthropic foundations 
in all UNDP programme countries over 
the past decade was obtained through a 
comprehensive portfolio scan conducted at 
the outset of the evaluation (see Annex 5).
 Six country case studies with a focus on 
philanthropic foundations (countries visited: 
Bulgaria, Liberia, Mali, Moldova, Senegal and 
the United Arab Emirates). These countries 
were selected based on the same criteria as 
outlined above.
 Ten supplementary reviews (Belarus, Bolivia, 
Bosnia and Herzegovina, Chile, Jordan, 
Malaysia, Maldives, Mauritius, Morocco and 
Namibia) with a focus on both global funds 
selected partnerships—particularly since there 
are currently no other partnerships with global 
funds of comparable magnitude. Conclusions 
drawn regarding UNDP partnership with phil-
anthropic foundations may be applicable to part-
nership with philanthropic foundations that are 
not reviewed in the context of this evaluation—
given that relationships are underpinned by the 
same systemic issues and are similar in scope. The 
internal validity of the findings is considered to 
be high, as it is based on a range of complimen-
tary data collection methods.
1.5.3 Data sources
In order to allow for triangulation of evidence, 
different types of evaluative data sources were 
collected and used to assess each partnership. Table 
2 provides an overview, broken down by UNDP 
region, of country-level data sources (see Annex 
3 for a detailed listing of countries reviewed). 
Country-level data were obtained as follows:
 Seven full country case studies with a focus 
on global funds (countries visited: Angola, 
Burkina Faso, Honduras, Iran, Lebanon, 
Tajikistan and Zimbabwe). To the extent 
that UNDP country offices in these countries 
table 2. Overview of countries reviewed
UNDP Region Full 
country 
case 
studies
Foundation-
specific 
country case 
studies
Supplementary 
reviews
Countries 
included in 
Assessment of 
Development 
Results 
meta-analysis
Total number 
of countries 
revieweda
Africa 3 3 2 16 22
Asia and the Pacific 1 2 13 15
Arab States 1 1 2 4 7
Europe and the 
Commonwealth of 
Independent States
1 2 2 9 11
Latin America and the 
Caribbean
1 2 14 15
Total 7 6 10 56 70
a. Numbers may not add up horizontally as some countries in which case studies were conducted also had Assessment of Development 
Results conducted; such countries were counted only once.
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for statistical purposes. However, the surveys did 
provide additional information on specific cases. 
The Assessment of Development Results meta-
review provided some relevant evaluative infor-
mation on specific cases, but was less useful in 
providing insights on the partnership dimension 
of UNDP collaborations with global funds and 
philanthropic foundations.
1.5.4 fraMeworK for Data analysis  
anD synthesis 
In order to ensure consistency and a common 
approach to qualitative data analysis, relevant 
tools were developed for the purpose of the 
evaluation, including an evaluation matrix 
with key evaluation questions (see Annex 2), a 
common understanding of key stakeholders and 
partners, guidelines for approaching them, basic 
interview protocols, a template for recording 
and reporting on interviews, standard case 
study report formats and a comparative table of 
findings. In order to answer the main questions 
contained in the evaluation matrix, the evaluation 
team synthesized data from different sources, 
including the country case studies, a review of 
outcome and project evaluations and interviews 
with staff at headquarters. 
1.5.5 enhancinG content valiDity
Quality assurance of the overall evaluation process 
has been undertaken by a headquarters-based 
reference group made up by UNDP peers and 
an independent advisory panel comprising four 
senior experts with experience in development 
cooperation management, evaluation and organi-
zational partnership. The reference group and 
advisory panel provided comments on the evalu-
ation’s scope, methodology, findings, conclusions 
and recommendations.
and philanthropic foundations. The purpose 
of including these reviews was primarily to 
ensure sufficient regional coverage while 
bearing in mind the overall selection criteria.
 Meta-analysis of evidence pertaining 
to UNDP partnerships with global 
funds and philanthropic foundations in 
61 UNDP Evaluation Office Assessment 
of Development Results reports covering 
56 UNDP programme countries.
In addition, data were obtained through the 
following sources:
 Document review of evaluations and other 
key documents related to UNDP and partner 
institution performance;2
 Semi-structured interviews with 60 global-
level informants from UNDP and partnering 
institutions; and
 A survey of UNDP Resident Representatives.3
To the extent possible, the country case studies 
allowed for meetings with a large number of 
stakeholders from different types of organiza-
tions, which enabled the evaluation team to 
record different sets of opinions. Qualitative 
data resulting from interviews at the country 
level were then added to headquarters-based 
staff perspectives, findings from document 
reviews and other evaluations and performance 
assessments. When deemed necessary, project 
documents and financial audits were reviewed 
in order to shed light on findings that required a 
more detailed review (as opposed to the broader 
or institutional-type review that is the main 
focus of this evaluation). Overall, close to 600 
persons were consulted. Although the survey’s 
overall response rate was close to 40 percent, 
inconsistencies in responses prevented their use 
2 Key documents include: the Overall Performance Study 4 for the GEF, the 2009 5-year evaluation of the GFATM and 
the 2011 Report Fiduciary Controls and Oversight Mechanisms in the GFATM. 
3 Out of 140 country offices contacted, 50 provided responses, representing a response rate of just under 36 percent (see 
Annex 3).
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1.6 rePort orGanization
This report comprises five chapters. Chapters 1 
through 3 are descriptive in nature, placing UNDP 
partnership with global funds and philanthropic 
foundations in the context of the evolving devel-
opment cooperation architecture. In addition to 
providing an historical review of the UNDP role 
within this architecture, Chapter 2 furnishes back-
ground information on the selected global funds 
and philanthropic foundations. Chapter 3 outlines 
how UNDP responded to emerging partnership 
opportunities resulting from the rise of non-core 
funding and new multilateral funding instruments 
over the past decades, and provides an overview of 
UNDP relationships with the selected funds and 
foundations with which it has engaged. Chapter 
4, the analytical core of the evaluation, presents 
the findings from all data sources and assesses 
the performance of the various partnerships 
according to the evaluation criteria. Global funds 
are reviewed separately from philanthropic foun-
dations. Chapter 5 provides the evaluation’s overall 
conclusions and recommendations.
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structures and patterns described in the next 
chapter. This section will also look at changes in 
the architecture of development cooperation that 
forms the basis for an understanding of UNDP 
partnerships with global funds and philanthropic 
foundations. Aid flows are a key determinant of 
partnership between UNDP and global funds 
and philanthropic foundations. However, other 
factors also play a critical role in motivating part-
nership, including the perceived value-added of 
the partnerships in contributing to development 
results at the country level. Tracing the respective 
historical and evolving perceptions of different 
stakeholders towards partnership goes beyond 
the descriptive nature of this chapter. However, 
in analysing UNDP partnership with the selected 
global funds and foundations over the past 
decade—against the background provided in 
Chapters 2 and 3—Chapter 4 will focus strongly 
on different stakeholders’ motivations to engage 
in partnership, including perceptions of value-
added and comparative advantage.
2.1 the chanGinG DeveloPMent 
cooPeration lanDscaPe
In the period immediately following World War 
II, there was considerable reluctance on the part 
of the United States and other governments to 
provide the inchoate United Nations develop-
ment system with grant funding. Attitudes began 
to change with President Harry Truman’s 1949 
Point Four speech. With the earlier inhibitions 
set aside, the period from 1960 until the early-
1990s was one of rapid expansion in all official 
development assistance (see Figure 1).5
The UNDP relationship with global funds and 
philanthropic foundations must be set within the 
changing global context. This chapter describes 
this context as well as the nature of the specific 
global funds and philanthropic foundations that 
are being used as case studies in this evaluation. 
In its broadest sense, contemporary develop-
ment cooperation can be characterized in two 
important ways. The first relates to the recog-
nition of a country’s responsibility for its devel-
opment. Framed in the concept of national 
ownership, this represents a common under-
standing among the major international devel-
opment partners and it is the foundation of the 
United Nation’s relationship with its member 
countries. A range of meetings since 2000 (in 
Monterrey, Paris, and Accra among others)4 
have emphasized this approach, and while there 
are still some challenges to putting rhetoric into 
practice it represents a clear trend in the relation-
ship between international development partners 
and the countries with which they engage.
The second way in which contemporary develop-
ment cooperation can be characterized relates to a 
growing understanding that development coopera-
tion, in the sense of a range of international partner-
ships aimed at development, goes well beyond ‘aid’. 
It encompasses a wide range of relationships with 
different types of organizations—governmental, 
non-governmental and the private sector. It covers 
trade, investment and debt, migration and the asso-
ciated remittances, and the financial flows from 
traditional bilateral and multilateral donors.
Within the context of this evaluation, examining 
aid flows will help explain the UNDP funding 
chapter 2
the chanGinG Global context
4 International Conference on Financing for Development, Monterrey, Mexico, 2002; Second High Level Forum on Aid 
Effectiveness, Paris, France, 2005; Third High Level Forum on Aid Effectiveness, Accra, Ghana, 2008.
5 Based on OECD statistics. See http://stats.oecd.org/Index.aspx?DataSetCode=CRSNEW. 
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Official development assistance began to grow 
again at the turn of the millennium. The pattern, 
however, was different. Four new features were 
particularly significant. 
First, bilateral aid (except for a two-year hiatus 
in mid-decade), grew more rapidly than multi-
lateral aid. An increasing amount of the bilateral 
aid was channelled through the United Nations 
and other multilateral funds in the form of 
non-core (earmarked) funding, reflecting tradi-
tional donors’ desire for more control. The 
Organisation for Economic Co-operation 
and Development / Development Assistance 
Committee (OECD/DAC) estimated that in 
2008, core multilateral contributions amounted 
to $35 billion (28 percent of official develop-
ment assistance, excluding debt relief ). When 
non-core was included, total assistance through 
the multilateral system was $49 billion (40 
percent of official development assistance).7
In the 1960s and 1970s, multilateral aid—mainly 
through the United Nations—increased even 
faster than bilateral aid, rising from about 10 
percent of total official development assistance 
in 1960 to almost 40 percent in the mid-1970s. 
The proportion then stabilized, and over the past 
three decades, multilateral aid has accounted for 
around 30 percent of total official development 
assistance (see Figure 2).6
From 1992 until the end of the decade, official 
development assistance stagnated. The ending 
of the cold war removed aid’s geopolitical moti-
vations. Bilateral donors became more selective 
about where and for what they provided aid, 
with governance and human rights considera-
tions growing in significance. And because of 
the continuing poor performance by some of 
the most generously-aided countries, there were 
renewed concerns about aid efficacy.
6 Based on OECD statistics. See http://stats.oecd.org/Index.aspx?DataSetCode=CRSNEW.
7 OECD/DAC, 2010 OECD/DAC Report on Multilateral Aid (Paris: OECD, 2010).
figure 1. Official Development Assistance (ODA), 1960-2010 (in millions of US dollars)
Source: OECD/DAC
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DAC, including the Republic of Korea and new 
members of the European Union. Much more 
significant, however, has been the growth of aid 
from Brazil, China, India, and some of the Arab 
States. Some of these countries, such as China 
and India, have been providing aid for a long 
time. For the Arab States, the increases were a 
restoration of assistance that had surged in the 
1970s when Kuwait and Saudi Arabia became for 
a time the world’s largest donor countries. Much 
of this increase is not captured in the OECD 
data, which is therefore an underestimate of total 
aid flows today, now characterized by a more 
distinct South-South orientation.
The new aid patterns can be seen in Figure 3, 
which uses OECD/DAC data to show how 
the composition of multilateral official develop-
ment assistance,9 including from the European 
Union,10 has evolved since 1970. The United 
Second, the new decade saw the rapid growth of 
additional non-United Nations multilateral funds. 
The environment funds—MLF and GEF—created 
in the early 1990s expanded further. The European 
Commission emerged as the single largest aid donor. 
The World Bank’s International Development 
Association and other regional bank funds grew. 
There were also several wholly new funds created, 
in particular the multi-billion dollar Global Alliance 
for Vaccines and Inoculations (GAVI), founded in 
2000, and GFATM, founded in 2002.
Third, new private donors were entering the aid 
architecture. Already in 1997, the philanthropist 
Ted Turner made an unprecedented donation of $1 
billion to the United Nations.8  GFATM and GAVI 
received substantial contributions from private 
sources, most notably the Gates Foundation.
Fourth, the decade saw the emergence of addi-
tional official donors. Some joined the OECD/
8 Administered by the UN Fund for International Partnership in the UN secretariat, New York.
9 See http://stats.oecd.org/Index.aspx?DataSetCode=CRSNEW.
10 Assistance through the EU institutions is not always counted as multilateral, but as a special form of bilateral aid.
figure 2. Trends in bilateral and multilateral ODA (as a percentage of total ODA)
Source: OECD/DAC
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figure 3. Shares of multilateral assistance, 1970-2010
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European Union and other multilateral funds. 
In 2009 (the latest year for which full data are 
available), estimated total contributions to the 
United Nations for development (excluding 
humanitarian) purposes was $14.2 billion, which 
is equivalent to 39 percent of total OECD/
DAC multilateral assistance in that year (and 
nearly 12 percent of total OECD/DAC official 
development assistance). The share of UNDP 
in the United Nations development total was 
38 percent; its share of total multilateral official 
development assistance was 15 percent. Using 
these data, its share of total official development 
assistance has been between 3 and 5 percent over 
the last two decades.11 The last 10 years, therefore, 
have reflected a significant change in the ratio of 
contributions to the United Nations develop-
ment system—and to UNDP in particular—
with a clear donor preference to make additional 
funding available through non-core channels. 
2.2  Global funDs
OECD/DAC defines global funds as “large 
multi-country funds that contain a significant 
element of earmarked funding for specific objec-
tives with thematic, sectoral or sub-sectoral 
coverage.”12 Within this definition, global funds 
can be seen to have a number of other core char-
acteristics, such as:13
 A clearly specified results-chain;
 More representative governance, with a 
balance between donors and recipients on the 
executive boards and with participation from 
civil society organizations;
 Stronger private-sector participation in the 
delivery of fund programmes, with explicit 
private-sector windows in some cases;
Nations data are based on core resources (i.e. 
funds that donors provide directly to the regular 
budgets of United Nations entities). They do not 
include non-core (earmarked) funds, which the 
OECD/DAC classifies as ‘multi-bilateral’. The 
first feature that is striking is the importance of 
the World Bank, which reflects the confidence 
of the OECD/DAC donors in the institution. In 
1970, it accounted for nearly half of the total, and 
has attracted a higher proportion than the whole 
of the United Nations system for most years 
since then. With the establishment and growth 
of regional development banks—particularly the 
African Development Bank, Asian Development 
Bank, and Inter-American Development Bank—
the share of the World Bank has fallen. Another 
striking feature is the rise of the European Union 
and its institutions (principally the European 
Commission and its European Development 
Fund), which has grown as a proportion of total 
multilateral aid in every decade—in 2010 it 
accounted for more than a third of the total. 
The proportion accounted for by the United 
Nations held steady until 2000, when it was 
30 percent of multilateral official development 
assistance. The last decade, however, has seen 
significant change. The United Nations propor-
tion fell substantially, while the European Union 
and the World Bank have gained share. The rise 
of the ‘other’ category has also been significant; 
it includes the new global multilateral funds that 
have matured in recent years and which are the 
subject of this report. 
However, the data sets are based on core funding. 
If non-core funding is taken into account, then 
the share of the United Nations in multilateral 
funding is much higher, as it would include addi-
tional contributions from bilateral donors, the 
11 There is some ambiguity in these ratios since the funding figures for the United Nations and UNDP include non-OECD/
DAC sources and are compared with the OECD/DAC total of ODA. If United Nations funding from OECD/DAC 
sources alone is counted, then the proportions are lower. 
12 “2010 DAC Report on Multilateral Aid”, OECD/DAC, Paris 2010.
13 “Rethinking the Roles of Multilateral in the Global Aid Architecture”, Homi Kharas, 2010 Brookings Blum Roundtable 
Policy Briefs, Brookings 2010.
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countries, saving children’s lives and protecting 
health. The GAVI Alliance, as it is now known, 
has since expanded to include governments, the 
private sector (companies and philanthropists) 
and non-governmental organizations. The largest 
new fund is GFATM, which began operations in 
January 2002. Similar to GAVI, it benefited from 
seed money from the Gates Foundation. By the end 
of 2010, it had disbursed over $21 billion on more 
than 600 health programmes in 150 countries. 
The April 2010 launch of the Global Agricul-
ture and Food Security Program is an indication 
of continued donor interest in the global fund 
mechanism to address urgent development needs. 
The Program was established to address the 
underfunding of country and regional agriculture 
and food security strategic investment plans that 
were being developed by countries in consulta-
tion with donors and other stakeholders. This 
will make aid contributions towards achieving 
Millennium Development Goal 1 to cut hunger 
and poverty by half by 2015 more predictable.
New vertical development funds partially 
explain the decline in the United Nation’s share 
as a primary source of multilateral assistance. 
In the environmental field, however, the new 
funds (notably GEF and MLF) were specifi-
cally intended to be channelled through UNDP 
and other United Nations bodies, as well as the 
World Bank. They are therefore an example of 
major sources of targeted non-core funding 
from traditional donors. The new health funds 
are somewhat different. They reflect the high 
priority that the same traditional donors have put 
on addressing developing countries’ most urgent 
health needs, but they involve new aid partners 
and are not to be exclusively implemented by the 
United Nations system. 
When the Joint United Nations Programme 
on HIV and AIDS was established in 1996, it 
 A strong commitment to transparency, 
evaluation and learning;
 A framework where recipient countries 
compete for resources via the quality of their 
funding requests;
 Time-bound programmes, in some cases, to 
instil a sense of urgency; and
 A clear approach to global public goods.
The Consultative Group on International 
Agricultural Research, founded in 1971, was 
co-sponsored by UNDP, the Food and Agricul-
ture Organization, the International Fund for 
Agricultural Development and the World Bank. 
UNDP was never a beneficiary of the Consulta-
tive Group and is no longer a co-funder. More 
recently, global funds have been established in 
the fields of the environment and health, and 
they have mostly been created outside the United 
Nations system. 
Following the signing of the Vienna Convention 
and the Montreal Protocol, a separate mechanism 
to administer the accompanying MLF was estab-
lished in Montreal (the MLF became opera-
tional at the beginning of 1992).14 A second, 
much larger multilateral fund for environmental 
management came into being at almost the same 
time. GEF was formally approved at the 1992 
United Nations Conference on Environment and 
Development (the Rio Summit).
In the last decade, major new multilateral funds 
have emerged in the health sector. It is estimated 
that as of 2011 there are as many as 90 such 
funds, if research and advocacy organizations 
are included.15 These funds have manifested a 
growing ‘privatization’ of aid (which can no longer 
be referred to as official development assistance). 
In 2000, GAVI was launched. It is committed to 
increasing access to immunization in the poorest 
14 It is overseen by an Executive Committee comprising representatives of seven developing and seven developed countries.
15 Paul Isenman and Alexander Shakow, “Donor Schizophrenia and Aid Effectiveness: The Role of Global Funds”, Practice 
Paper Volume 2010, number 5 (Brighton, UK: Institute of Development Studies, 2010), pg 12.
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2.2.1 Global environMent facility
GEF was initiated in October 1991 during 
preparations for the United Nations Confer-
ence on Environment and Development (the Rio 
Summit), which was held in 1992. Beginning as 
a $1 billion pilot programme implemented by the 
World Bank, in 1992 it expanded to a partnership 
among three Implementing Agencies: The World 
Bank, UNDP and United Nations Environment 
Programme (UNEP). In 2008, the partner agency 
approach expanded again to 10 implementing 
agencies, including the Food and Agriculture 
Organization, the United Nations Industrial 
Development Organization and the International 
Fund for Agricultural Development from the 
United Nations system, and four regional devel-
opment banks.18 Since 2011, in a bid to promote 
country ownership and ‘drivenness’, GEF has 
begun accrediting, on a pilot basis, up to 10 new 
agencies, giving preference to national institutions, 
referred to as GEF project agencies.19
reflected a lack of confidence the World Health 
Organization’s ability to address the full range of 
challenges in conquering the global epidemic.16 
Similarly, the GAVI Alliance—while it involved 
both the World Health Organization and the 
United Nations Children’s Fund (UNICEF)—
was created with other partners to accelerate 
immunization campaigns beyond the United 
Nation’s capacities. In GFATM, an entirely new 
organization was created outside the United 
Nations system and is another manifestation of 
traditional donors’ desire by to address health 
problems through the use of other partners. In 
creating these new funds in the health domain, 
there was a sense among donors that existing 
organizations were “too bureaucratic and slow, 
powerful and arrogant, and unwilling to give a 
seat at the table to” civil society organizations.17
The remainder of this section will describe the 
three funds used as case studies in this evaluation.
table 3. GEF Trust Fund allocation by agency (in millions of US dollars)a
Implementing Agency Pilot GEF1 GEF2 GEF3 GEF4 All Phases
UNDP 254 297 575 869 779 2774
Percent 35.0% 24.2% 31.0% 31.2% 39.0% 32.3%
UNEP 19 44 164 222 147 596
Percent 2.6% 3.6% 8.8% 8.0% 7.4% 6.9%
The World Bank 424 656 891 1,148 475 3,594
Percent 58.4% 53.4% 48.0% 41.2% 23.8% 41.8%
Other Agencies 17 102 320 439
Percent 0.9% 3.7% 16.0% 5.1%
Joint Projects 30 231 209 442 276 1,188
Percent 4.1% 18.8% 11.3% 15.9% 13.8% 13.8%
Total 726 1,228 1,857 2,784 1,996 8,590
Percent 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
a. Pilot: 1990-1994; GEF1: 1994-1998; GEF2: 1998-2002; GEF3: 2002-2007; GEF4: 2007-2010.
Source:  ‘OPS4 Technical Document # 1: Overview of the GEF Project Portfolio’, p.4.
16 See for example, Kelley Lee, The World Health Organization, Routledge, London, 2009. 
17 Paul Isenman and Alexander Shakow, “Donor Schizophrenia and Aid Effectiveness: The Role of Global Funds”, pg 12.
18 GEF, Instrument for the Establishment of the Restructured Global Environment Facility, Washington DC, March, 2008.
19 GEF, Broadening the GEF Partnership Under Paragraph 28 of the GEF Instrument, GEF/C.40/09, Washington DC, 
26 April 2011.
c h a P t e r  2 .  t h e  c h a n G i n G  G l o b a l  c o n t e x t1 8
GEF conducts its business based on eight 
basic principles: 
1. Provide additional grant and concessional 
financing of the agreed incremental costs to 
achieve agreed global environment benefits;
2. Finance activities benefiting the global envi-
ronment in selected focal areas;
3. Function as the funding mechanism for global 
environmental conventions if so requested;
4. Ensure the cost-effectiveness of its activities;
5. Fund country-driven projects and programmes;
6. Build on proven institutional structures;
7. Be transparent and accountable to donors 
and beneficiaries; and
8. Be flexible as a need for modifications arises.
2.2.2 Global funD to fiGht aiDs,  
tuberculosis anD Malaria 
GFATM is a financial instrument, not an imple-
menting entity. It provides performance-based 
grant funding to country-level recipients to fight 
HIV/AIDS, tuberculosis and malaria. GFATM 
was established and commenced operations within 
six months of the UN General Assembly Special 
Session on HIV/AIDS in August 2001, at which 
United Nations Secretary General Kofi Annan 
called for the establishment of a “Global Fund 
for HIV.” As a global partnership among govern-
ments, civil society, the private sector and affected 
communities, GFATM is intended to be an inno-
vative approach to international health financing 
with an original mandate to scale up global 
financing dramatically. During its almost decade-
long existence, GFATM has raised over $20 billion 
to co-finance prevention, treatment and care 
programmes in more than 150 countries. GFATM 
was founded on a set of specific principles that 
guide its work from governance to grant-making.22 
As of 2011, GEF has allocated a total of $9.5 
billion,20 and it is estimated that a further $42 
billion in co-financing has been mobilized by 
donors, recipient countries and the private sector. 
More than 2,700 projects have been supported 
in 165 countries. Table 3 provides an overview of 
GEF Trust Fund allocations to primary imple-
menting agencies.21 The steady fall in the share 
of allocations to the World Bank is notable, 
while the UNDP share of allocations grew to 39 
percent during the fourth GEF replenishment 
(2006–2010).
GEF has three main organs (the Assembly, 
the Council and the Secretariat) and an advisory 
body (the Scientific and Technical Advisory 
Panel). GEF operates through contributions to 
the GEF Trust Fund, which is administered by 
the World Bank. In addition to the GEF Trust 
Fund, GEF also administers three additional 
recently launched funds focused on climate 
change adaptation: The Adaptation Fund, Least 
Developed Countries Fund, and the Special 
Climate Change Fund. Similar to GFATM, 
GEF is not an implementing entity. Projects are 
implemented by the 10 partner agencies together 
with recipient country governments and non-
governmental actors. 
GEF was designed as a financial instrument to 
support the major environmental conventions: the 
Convention on Biodiversity, the United Nations 
Framework Convention on Climate Change, the 
United Nations Convention to Combat Deser-
tification, and the Convention on the Protection 
of the Ozone Layer. It provides grants to devel-
oping countries and countries with economies 
in transition for projects related to six complex 
environmental issues: biodiversity conservation 
and sustainable use, climate change, international 
waters, land degradation, ozone layer depletion 
and persistent organic pollutants.
20 Including from different trust funds, such as the GEF Trust Fund, the Least Developed Countries Fund, and the Special 
Climate Change Fund.
21 ‘OPS4 Technical Document # 1: Overview of the GEF Project Portfolio’, p.4. 
22 Framework Document of the Global Fund to Fight AIDS, Tuberculosis and Malaria (2002).
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Sub-Recipients and the Local Fund Agent. During 
the grant period, GFATM applies a performance-
based funding approach in which disbursements of 
tranches of the grant are linked to periodic demon-
strations of programme progress (as defined by 
standardized indicators) and financial accountability.
2.2.3 Multilateral funD for  
the iMPleMentation of  
the Montreal Protocol
The Vienna Convention for the Protection of 
the Ozone Layer and its Montreal Protocol on 
Substances that Deplete the Ozone Layer are 
dedicated to the protection of the earth’s ozone 
layer. The Montreal Protocol on Substances that 
deplete the Ozone Layer was adopted in 1987 
and became biding international law in 1989. 
The MLF was established by a decision of the 
Second Meeting of the Parties to the Montreal 
Protocol and began its operation in 1991.
The main objective of the MLF, which is 
anchored in Article 5 of the Montreal Protocol, is 
to assist developing country parties, whose annual 
per capita consumption and production of ozone 
depleting substances is less than 0.3 kg, comply 
with the Protocol’s control measures. The MLF 
is thus a financial mechanism for covering the 
agreed incremental compliance costs for Article 
5 countries. As of 2011, 147 of the 196 parties to 
the Montreal Protocol meet this definition. As of 
April 2011, contributions made to MLF by 45 
countries amounted to more than $2.77 billion.23 
Table 4 provides an overview of the MLF funding 
allocated to primary implementing agencies.
By its 20th anniversary in September 2007, the 
Montreal Protocol had succeeded in facilitating 
the phase-out of over 95 percent of ozone-
depleting substances it was designed to control. 
The Montreal Protocol is largely considered a 
success story and a model of international coop-
eration in global environmental management.
These principles stipulate that GFATM should: 
 Operate as a financial instrument, not as an 
implementation entity;
 Make available and leverage additional 
financial resources;
 Support programmes that reflect national 
ownership;
 Operate in a balanced manner in terms of 
different regions, diseases and interventions;
 Pursue an integrated and balanced approach 
to prevention and treatment;
 Evaluate proposals through independent 
review processes;
 Establish a simplified, rapid and innovative 
grant-making process that operates 
transparently and with accountability; and
 In making funding decisions, support 
programmes that adhere to a specific set of 
criteria, set out in its governing Framework 
Document.
Projects financed by GFATM are implemented 
through a public-private partnership in which 
the key structures are the Country Coordi-
nating Mechanism, the Principal Recipient, 
table 4. Share of funding among 
implementing agencies of the MLF: 
allocations and provisions, 1991–2011 (in 
millions of US dollars)
UNDP 610.4 25%
United Nations Environment 
Programme
197.7 8%
United Nations Industrial 
Development Organization
614.7 25%
The World Bank 1,029.8 42%
Unspecified projects 0.5 0%
Total 2,453.1 100%
Source: Multilateral Fund, 2011_, STATUS OF CONTRIBUTIONS 
AND DISBURSEMENTS, the Status of the Fund as at 3 June 2011. 
Report from the Treasurer.
23 Projects to combat ozone-depletion in the transition economies of Eastern Europe are funded by the GEF.
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in Mexico, nearly 2,000 in China, and at least 
1,000 in Brazil.24 Some of these foundations are 
development-orientated.
Among such foundations, there has been a growing 
trend towards substantive engagement, quality 
management and public accountability. Some 
foundations have developed complex planning, 
monitoring and evaluation systems, and place an 
increasing emphasis on capacity development and 
contribution to achieving sustainable development 
results. In engaging with implementing partners, 
such foundations expect compliance with their 
own rules and regulations. Overall, foundations 
increasingly see themselves as full-fledged devel-
opment partners, rather than donors, and expect 
close involvement in policy discussions, problem 
analyses and results assessment.
2.3.1 the MohaMMeD bin rashiD  
al MaKtouM founDation
The Al Maktoum Foundation was launched in 
2007 with an endowment of $10 billion from 
His Highness Sheikh Mohammed bin Rashid Al 
Maktoum, Vice President and Prime Minister of 
the United Arab Emirates and Ruler of Dubai. 
The foundation promotes entrepreneurship by 
supporting innovation and research, enhancing 
access to quality education and professional devel-
opment and supporting the production, acquisi-
tion and dissemination of Arab knowledge sources.
2.3.2 the bill anD MelinDa  
Gates founDation
In 1994, Bill Gates used his personal fortune to 
launch the Bill and Melinda Gates Foundation 
(Gates Foundation), which has grown to be the 
largest in the world of its kind. The Gates Foun-
dation channels a significant proportion of its 
assets into development programmes. Bill Gates 
has been a prime mover in the creation of other 
multilateral funds and has been an active supporter 
of United Nations organizations (primarily the 
2.3 PhilanthroPic founDations
Individual philanthropy led to the creation of 
foundations that have channelled substantial 
resources into good causes, including develop-
ment, based on fortunes made in the commercial 
sector. One of the oldest, the Rockefeller Fund 
(New York), dates back to 1913 and today has 
assets of over $3 billion. The Ford Foundation 
(New York) was set up in 1936 and is currently 
worth over $13 billion. The same year saw the 
creation of the Wellcome Trust (London) which, 
with assets of $22 billion, is by far the largest in 
Europe (although founded by an American). The 
John and Catherine MacArthur Foundation was 
established in 1975 (Chicago, $5 billion), and 
many other smaller foundations came into being 
during the 1970s and 1980s.
Other sources of private philanthropy have grown 
fast. The entry level of wealth in the Forbes 400 
list is $1 billion, and there are an estimated 10 
million “high net worth individuals” worldwide, 
defined as anyone with financial assets in excess 
of $1 million, not including the value of a primary 
residence and consumables. These individuals 
collectively control nearly $40 trillion of assets, 
some of which are donated to foundations. In 
the United States alone there are over 75,000 
foundations, some 85,000 in Western Europe 
and another 35,000 in Eastern Europe, 10,000 
table 5. Bill and Melinda Gates Foundation 
grants by programme areas (in millions of US 
dollars)
Programme 
Areas
2009 2010 1994 – 
June 2011
Global 
Development
677.2 489.8 3,410.0
Global Health 1,826.5 1,485.3 14,742.0
United States 488.8 381.0 6,148.0
Total 2,992.5 2,356.1 24,300.0
Source: 2010 Annual report of the Bill and  
Melinda Gates Foundation.
24 Source: UNDP-BERA.
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2.3.3 soros founDation
George Soros established his first non-United 
States based foundation in Hungary in 1984 
in support of the country’s transition from 
communism. Since then, the network of founda-
tions supporting human rights and democracy 
has expanded rapidly. In 1993, he established the 
Open Society Institute (renamed in 2011 to the 
Open Society Foundations), which has extended 
democracy-building to regions other than Eastern 
Europe. Based in New York, the Open Society 
Foundations is a not-for-profit, private operating 
and grant-making foundation. The Soros Foun-
dation Network is a decentralized association of 
non-profit organizations that are independent 
entities with their own boards of directors, staff, 
programme priorities, application guidelines and 
grant making procedures.
The Open Society Foundations has spent 
approximately $8 billion since the early 1980s 
and has become a major institution with country 
and regional offices in over 70 countries. The 
Open Society Foundations has initiatives in a 
multitude of different focus areas ranging from 
governance programmes to arts and culture 
support programmes. The key focus areas to 
which most funding has been allocated are: i) 
democratic development projects (primarily in 
Eastern Europe and the former Soviet Union), 
ii) human rights protection and iii) education 
projects. The overarching objectives of the Open 
Society Foundations’ work are strengthening civil 
society organizations and encouraging participa-
tion in democratic and societal processes. 
World Health Organization, which has received 
several hundred million dollars in grants). The 
Gates Foundation divides its work into three 
distinct programme areas: global development, 
global health and programmes implemented 
within the United States. As shown in Table 5,25 
health programmes receive the largest share of 
resources and have accounted for approximately 
60 percent of funds allocated since 1994. 
A set of key principles guide the grant making 
process and shape the work of the founda-
tion. The principles describe a foundation that 
funds programmes and relies on other entities 
to implement them. They describe a foundation 
that that is willing to take significant risks and 
has a strong focus on delivering results. Perhaps 
most importantly, the principles declare that the 
Gates Foundation is a family foundation and it is 
driven by the interests and passions of the Gates 
family.26 Though the Gates Foundation does not 
implement programmes, it is an active funder 
that does a lot of work in grant preparation and 
monitors its investments closely. The Gates 
Foundation’s approach to grantmaking is rooted 
in a strategy development process during which 
the Gates Foundation focuses on a particular 
developmental problem it perceives as causing 
great inequity. The outcome of a typical strategy 
is a set of policies or solutions that will result in 
specific grants that implementing agencies can 
apply for. The Gates Foundation has a distinct 
focus on results and emphasizes that results 
need to be the key factor that determines future 
funding decisions.27
25 2010 Annual Report of the Bill and Melinda Gates Foundation.
26 Guiding Principles of the Bill and Melinda Gates Foundation, referenced from www.gatesfoundation.org, 30 September 
2011.
27 See “A Guide to Actionable Measurement” and “the Strategy life cycle: a guide”, Gates Foundation.
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to the United Nations. Voluntary increases 
through annual pledging sessions could easily 
be followed by voluntary decreases, and the 
uncertainty of funding—and the failure of more 
substantial UNDP funding to materialize—was 
one reason why United Nations organizations 
and agencies, which had depended on UNDP 
funding for their technical assistance, began to 
turn increasingly to UNDP donors in order to 
obtain funds directly. 
As United Nations agencies expanded funding 
options beyond UNDP, UNDP sought its own 
independence from the agencies, particularly 
when government (later national) execution 
became the preferred modality. The separation 
process accelerated in the 1980s as agencies 
began opening their own field representations 
rather than placing advisers within UNDP 
country offices.28 From the 1980s onward, 
the United Nations was ‘delivering as many’, 
with significant consequent increases in total 
overheads and office costs. Although the United 
Nations’ traditional donors (which had their 
own preferences for different parts of the United 
Nations development system) participated in 
this fragmentation process, they came to view 
the United Nations system as a cumbersome, 
even incoherent, aid mechanism. This reputa-
tion is one of the reasons why the new multilat-
eral funding mechanisms that were established 
over the last two decades have tended to be 
outside the United Nations system. 
This chapter examines evolving UNDP partner-
ships and funding structures to determine how 
global funds and philanthropic foundations fit 
into this pattern. It will also describe the specific 
partnerships between UNDP and the three 
global funds and three philanthropic foundations 
used as case studies in the evaluation. Annex 4 
provides an overview of core and non-core contri-
butions to UNDP, identifying a number of global 
funds, philanthropic foundations and primary 
bilateral donors.
3.1 the evolvinG unDP  
role within the uniteD 
nations systeM
UNDP was created in 1965 as a merger of two 
United Nations grant funds, one for free-standing 
technical assistance and the other for pre-invest-
ment activities (the Special Fund). UNDP was 
thus created as the central funding mechanism of 
the United Nations development system, as well 
as the manager of a rapidly expanding network of 
field representatives. 
The original UNDP role was to be the principal 
operational funding entity of the United 
Nations development system. When it was 
created in 1965, it was the principal source of 
United Nations technical assistance funding. 
But although donor funding rose in the early 
days, it remained entirely voluntary, a legacy of 
earlier controversies about giving grant money 
chapter 3
unDP enGaGeMent  
with Global funDs anD  
PhilanthroPic founDations
28 For example, the Food and Agriculture Organization’s advisers were called Agricultural Advisers, and the United Nations 
Industrial Development Organization’s advisers were Senior Industrial Development Field Advisers. 
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capacity development. The UNDP strong field 
tradition also means that it tries to be sensitive 
to a much wider range of development priori-
ties, country by country, which in itself generates 
some internal contradictions. The UNDP 
Evaluation Office (in a report on results-based 
management) recognized “the current approach 
of defining and reporting against centrally 
defined outcomes tends to undermine UNDP’s 
responsibilities and alignment to nationally 
defined outcomes and priorities.”30 
Yet, following several General Assembly reso-
lutions in the 1970s,31 UNDP is still asked 
to retain a role as ‘coordinator’ of the United 
Nations development system at the country 
level through the UNDP-administered United 
In addition to being the funder and coordinator 
of the system, UNDP’s chief architect deter-
mined in 1969 that it also needed a strong devel-
opment policy pillar if it was to be the effective 
core of United Nations development.29 Related 
plans never materialized. Instead, UNDP 
started to take on its own substantive roles, at 
one time covering a plethora of issues across the 
entire United Nations system. Beginning in the 
1990s, UNDP has sought to narrow its coverage 
to a limited number of what are now referred 
to as ‘focus areas’. Under the general theme of 
human development, these have principally been 
poverty reduction, democratic governance, crisis 
prevention and recovery and environment and 
energy. Within this area are several other priori-
ties, including HIV/AIDS, gender equality and 
figure 4. Total United Nations operational activities for development 
(in billions of 2008 constant US dollars)
Source: United Nations Department of Economic and Social Affairs.
29 Robert Jackson, Study of the Capacity of the UN Development System, United Nations, Geneva, 1969. In this 
scenario, UNDP would have been headed, not by an Administrator, but by a globally renowned and respected develop-
ment specialist.
30 UNDP Evaluation Office, Evaluation of Results-Based Management at UNDP, New York, December 2007.
31 Most notably, Restructuring of the Economic and Social Sectors of the UN System, UN GA Resolution 77/197, 
December 1977.
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‘firewall’ between its dual responsibilities as 
funds manager and development organization. 
The establishment of an office to manage these 
multi-donor trust funds in a separate building 
from UNDP headquarters was part of that 
firewall. However, there have been lingering 
concerns about potential conflicts of interest 
at the country level, and the United Nations 
Development Group issued guidelines in 2008 
in order to outline how firewalling should work: 
The Management and Accountability System of 
the United Nations Development and Resident 
Coordinator System included the “func-
tional firewall” for the Resident Coordinator 
System.33 The fact that a growing proportion 
of United Nations Resident Coordinators are 
being recruited from outside UNDP (and the 
United Nations system) and that more UNDP 
country directors are being appointed means 
that the separation of interests is becoming less 
ambiguous at the country level.
3.2 the chanGinG  
funDinG structure
The emergence of multi-donor trust funds34 and 
joint programmes help explain the substantial 
rise in the proportion of non-core funding to the 
United Nations development system as a whole, 
and to UNDP in particular (see Figure 4).35 Core 
funding of the United Nations system’s opera-
tional activities, which includes both develop-
ment and humanitarian programmes, declined 
Nations Resident Coordinator System and at 
the global level through chairing the United 
Nations Development Group. More recently, 
UNDP has moved partly back to its original 
funding role in its management of some of the 
trust funds intended for the United Nations 
system. These funds have in particular high-
lighted the ambiguities of UNDP maintaining 
the dual roles of pursuing its own interests and 
also pursuing those of the rest of the system: 
being principal beneficiary as well as manager 
of the funds.32
As a result of perceived conflicts of interest 
it was agreed that UNDP would establish a 
figure 5. Percentage of core versus non-core 
contributions to UNDP, 1991-2009
Source: UN DESA.
32 There had already been manifestations of conflict prior to the establishment of these funds. In the late 1990s, UNDP was 
entrusted with the management of the trust fund of the Integrated Framework for Trade-Related Assistance for Least 
Developed Countries, for which the implementing agencies were the International Monetary Fund, International Trade 
Centre, the World Bank, UNDP, United Nations Conference on Trade and Development and the World Trade Organi-
zation. In some countries, UNDP—which had the most extensive field presence—was criticized by the other agencies 
for exploiting the advantages of its close ties with government counterparts. This criticism was one of the reasons why 
management of the newly-replenished fund (the Enhanced Integrated Framework) was removed from UNDP responsi-
bility in 2007. 
33 http://www.undg.org/docs/9424/Management-and-Accountability-system.pdf.
34 UNDP established a separate multi-donor trust fund office in 2006 in order to administer the growing number of funds, 
which now number over 40, active in 81 countries and with 66 contributing partners. Each trust fund has an appointed 
‘administrative agent’ (usually UNDP), which acts as the principal interface with donors. As of mid-2011, the total 
amount of funding received by the various trust funds was $5.2 billion.
35 Source: UN DESA.
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figure 6. Percentage of core versus non-core contributions to UNDP, 2001-2010 
Source: UNDP
relatively stable over the past decade, increasing 
until 2007, and decreasing slightly since. Non-core 
resources, on the other hand, have increased 
slightly in real terms between 1991 and 2009, 
while non-core funding rose four-fold. Propor-
tionately, non-core funding rose from 42 percent 
to 73 percent of total resources over this period. 
In 2009, the United Nations development system 
received a total of $1.8 billion from the European 
Union and $2.9 billion from other sources. These 
two sources accounted for over 20 percent of the 
total for the United Nations in that year (develop-
ment and humanitarian combined). Of the ‘other’ 
sources, $1.3 billion came from global funds and 
private sources. 
UNDP dependence on non-core funding has 
grown even more; from 19 percent in 1991 to 80 
percent in 2010 (see Figure 5). 36 Over the past 
decade alone, the share of core resources fell by 
nearly 10 percent (see Figure 6).37 By 2010, out 
of a total of just over $5 billion, core resources 
came in just under $1 billion (see Figure 7).38 
In this regard, however, it should be noted that 
core resources, in absolute terms, have remained 
figure 7. Total annual contributions to UNDP 
from core and non-core resources, 2001-2010 
(in millions of US dollars)
Source: UNDP
36 Source: UN DESA.
37 Source: UNDP.
38 Source: UNDP.
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available at the country level for different sectors in 
which donors are interested and organized by the 
UNDP country offices, sometimes with assistance 
from UNDP headquarters and regional service 
centres. Another part of bilateral contributions is 
channelled through the multi-donor trust funds, 
with each trust fund targeting a specific cause 
(e.g. Iraq Trust Fund, or a variety of trust funds 
for One UN initiatives in a selection of countries). 
This bilaterally directed aid, whereby donor objec-
tives play a major role, could conflict with UNDP 
objectives. Donors often have preferences for 
certain countries or groups of countries, they often 
favour specific subjects to allocate their funding 
and their preferences change over time. These 
factors make it challenging for UNDP to match 
bilaterally directed aid with country preferences 
and its own mandate.
There has also been an increase in funding from 
non-traditional donors. The role of BRICS39 
countries cannot be ignored, and questions about 
their influence on funding of UNDP activities are 
significantly over the past decade, though more 
slowly since 2007, accounting for the changing 
ratio of core to non-core resources.
Figures from ‘UNDP Annual Report 2009’ 
reveal that non-core funding from traditional 
bilateral OECD/DAC donors was far greater 
than core funding from the same sources: $1.6 
billion compared to $1.0 billion. The EU insti-
tutions, GEF, GFATM, and other multilat-
eral and private funds contributed almost $1.7 
billion, which is one-third of total UNDP 
resources (core and non-core) in that year. A 
further $750 million of non-core resources was 
provided by programme countries for their own 
national development needs—which UNDP 
calls “local resources.”
With respect to bilateral contributions, the major 
UNDP donors disproportionately increased their 
non-core funding relative to their core contribu-
tions to UNDP, at times even at the cost of such 
core contributions. Part of the bilateral funding is 
table 6. Total and percentage of annual contributions to UNDP non-core resources from selected 
global funds (in millions of US dollars)
2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010
Specific Global Funds 244.2 544.4 443.4 432.9 465.2 633.0 657.1
Percentage of Non-core 8.3% 15.1% 12.6% 12.1% 12.8% 17.4% 16.2%
Global Fund to Fight Aids, 
Tuberculosis and Malaria 
95.5 204.9 159.5 153.8 244.5 340.2 370.2
Percentage of Non-core 3.2% 5.7% 4.5% 4.3% 6.7% 9.4% 9.1%
Trust Fund for the Global 
Environment Facility 
107.5 295.6 270.3 268.1 196.3 277.1 261.6
Percentage of Non-core 3.7% 8.2% 7.7% 7.5% 5.4% 7.6% 6.5%
Multilateral Fund for the 
Implementation of the 
Montreal Protocol
41.2 43.9 13.6 11.0 24.5 15.7 25.3
Percentage of Non-core 1.4% 1.2% 0.4% 0.3% 0.7% 0.4% 0.6%
Others 2,699.7 3,055.3 3,073.9 3,131.6 3,168.1 3,007.6 3,388.6
Percentage of Non-core 91.7% 84.9% 87.4% 87.9% 87.2% 82.6% 83.8%
Non-core resources 2,943.9 3,599.7 3,517.3 3,564.5 3,633.4 3,640.6 4,045.7
Percentage of Non-core 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100%
Source: UNDP.
39 A grouping of countries consisting of Brazil, Russia, India, China and South Africa.
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funds, UNDP, the private sector, national 
governments and other partners; project imple-
mentation oversight; results management and 
evaluation; performance-based payments; and 
knowledge management. GEF Implementing 
partners are categorized according to their 
comparative advantages as a means of identi-
fying suitable implementers and ensuring an 
efficient division of labour.40 GEF primarily 
focuses on global issues and on national-level 
circumstances and initiatives that affect such 
issues. GEF is not intended to fill funding gaps 
for other critical local environmental concerns.
UNDP work with GEF encompasses activities in all 
GEF focal areas: biodiversity, climate change miti-
gation and adaptation, international waters, land 
degradation, ozone layer depletion and persistent 
organic pollutants. The portfolio of work includes 
projects at the country, regional and global levels. 
UNDP manages several of the GEF corporate 
programmes, including the GEF Small Grants 
Programme and the Global Support Programme 
for National Capacity Self Assessment.
The UNDP frame of support within GEF 
revolves around capacity development and 
technical assistance. As stated in the GEF 
Instrument: “UNDP will play the primary role 
in ensuring the development and management of 
capacity development programmes and technical 
assistance projects. Through its global network 
of field offices, UNDP will draw upon its expe-
rience in human resources development, institu-
tional strengthening, and non-governmental and 
community participation to assist countries in 
promoting, designing and implementing activi-
ties consistent with the purpose of GEF and 
national sustainable development strategies. Also 
drawing on its inter-country programming expe-
rience, UNDP will contribute to the develop-
ment of regional and global projects within the 
justified. On the one hand, BRICS demand more 
influence in the governing bodies of aid institutions, 
including the United Nations, and increased South-
South financing. On the other hand, it has been 
observed that, for example, Brazil and other large 
countries in Latin America often request UNDP to 
deliver services, the rationale being that in procuring 
goods and services UNDP intervention can prevent 
possible corruption and enhance efficiency. The 
total of non-core funding of $0.75 billion from 
programme country government sources, particu-
larly in Latin America, in this respect is substan-
tial, but the question must be asked how long these 
services are required and in what way these services 
are helping UNDP fulfil its mandate. 
3.3 unDP PartnershiP 
with Global funDs
Global fund—in particular GEF, GFATM 
and MLF—contributions to UNDP non-core 
resources have increased from slightly under 
$250 million in 2004 to close to $700 million in 
2010 (see Table 6). During the same period, the 
share of global fund contributions to non-core 
resources doubled from approximately 8 percent 
to 16 percent. Annex 4 provides a more detailed 
overview of global funds’ contributions to UNDP. 
All three global fund partnerships are managed 
through special units of the UNDP Bureau for 
Development Policy.
3.3.1 Global environMent facility
The UNDP-GEF partnership dates back to the 
inception of GEF during preparations for the Rio 
Summit. Since then, UNDP has remained one 
of the key implementing agencies accounting for 
approximately one-third of total GEF funding. 
As a GEF Implementing Agency, UNDP offers 
countries highly specialized technical services 
including eligibly assessment; programme and 
project formulation; due diligence; mobiliza-
tion of required co-financing from other vertical 
40 GEF Instrument, Annex D, sub-chapter II, paragraph 10-11.
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advisers. In addition, UNDP has regional team 
leaders that provide further support and coordi-
nation activities. UNDP Resident Representa-
tives and Country Directors are responsible for 
ensuring in-country support to the implementa-
tion of GEF projects. 
In accordance with UNDP cost recovery policies, 
all non-UNDP core contributions from donors are 
required to cover indirect costs incurred by UNDP 
headquarters, regional and country offices. The fee 
paid by GEF for the provision of project support 
services is 10 percent of the value of each project. 
This reflects 9 percent for project cycle manage-
ment services and 1 percent for the provision of 
GEF corporate services.44 Table 7 provides an 
overview of the mobilization of resources for the 
three primary GEF-related trust funds.
GEF work programme in cooperation with the 
other Implementing Agencies.”41 
In accordance with the traditional roles of GEF 
Implementing Agencies, UNDP has tended to 
concentrate on demonstration-related activities, 
including medium- and full-size projects and the 
Small Grants Programme.42 As a resident devel-
opment agency, it has often focused on demon-
stration, capacity development, innovation, 
market barrier removal, and environmental main-
streaming. By contrast, UNEP, as a non-resident, 
technical agency, is particularly prominent in 
environmental monitoring and so-called ‘foun-
dational’ activities, focusing on policy and regula-
tory frameworks and national priority setting. The 
most significant difference as to how the agencies 
perform is that the World Bank (and now the 
recently added other international financial insti-
tutions, such as the regional multilateral develop-
ment banks), often tends to be involved in projects 
with high rates of co-funding, catalysing invest-
ments or implementing new strategic approaches 
at the national level.43
The GEF partnership engages UNDP at all 
levels of the organization: from country offices 
to five regionally-based support centres to a 
headquarters-based UNDP-GEF Directorate. 
The Directorate, which is part of the Environ-
ment and Energy Group of the UNDP Bureau 
for Development Policy, has the overall respon-
sibility for strategic planning, business devel-
opment, results management and reporting 
and information management systems. As 
GEF technical areas are complex and increas-
ingly highly specialized, UNDP work is led by 
headquarters-based principal technical advisers 
with the support of regionally-based technical 
41 There is no existing explicit logic model for the UNDP-GEF partnership. However, the GEF instrument, coupled with 
other key governance documents, does indicate what the purpose of the partnerships is and what the main deliverables 
of UNDP are. Instead of an overarching logic model, each project is aligned to country strategies, which in turn align to 
overarching UNDP goals.
42 GEF, Fourth Overall Performance Study of the GEF, GEF Evaluation Office, 2010.
43 Ibid.
44 It should be noted that fees paid to GEF agencies are most likely to be reduced in 2012.
table 7. Resources mobilized for UNDP-
supported GEF-financed projects, as of  
2 December 2011 (in millions of US dollars)
Source of Funds Work 
Programme
Preparatory 
Assistance
Total
GEF Trust Fund
Grant 3,449.4 122.0 3,571.4
Co-financing 9,200.5 75.9 9,276.4
GEF Least Developed Countries Fund
Grant 107.0 3.0 110.0
Co-financing 277.5 2.7 280.2
GEF Special Climate Change Fund
Grant 48.7 2.1 50.8
Co-financing 385.5 2.7 388.2
Total Grant 3,605.1 127.1 3,732.2
Total  
Co-financing
9,863.5 81.3 9,944.8
Source: UNDP, Bureau for Development Policy.
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The Exchange of Letters specifies agreements on 
cost recovery, which fall within two categories: (i) 
general management services47 (a seven percent 
flat fee to be applied to all grants), and (ii) imple-
mentation support services (costs assumed by 
UNDP as Principal Recipient should be budgeted 
as direct costs within each project budget).48
Except for matters specifically agreed to in the 
Grant Agreement or the Exchange of Letters, 
UNDP uses its normal operating framework for 
implementing GFATM-funded projects. Article 
2(a) of the Grant Agreement recognizes that 
UNDP will administer the programme in accord-
ance with its regulations, rules and procedures.
When UNDP is the Principal Recipient in a 
country, GFATM grants are managed directly 
by the UNDP country office, and the Resident 
Representative is held accountable by GFATM. 
After the UNDP-GFATM partnership was 
formalized in 2002, the first GFATM-dedicated 
position at headquarters was established in 2004. 
In subsequent years, the Geneva-based Global 
Fund Partnership Unit was established, which is 
part of the HIV/AIDS Group of the Bureau for 
Development Policy. However, there is no line 
management from headquarters to the country 
offices that corresponds to the UNDP decentral-
ized organizational model.
The rationale for partnering with GFATM is in 
line with what the Letter of Exchange specifies, 
i.e. to i) support programme implementation 
by serving as Principal Recipient in exception-
ally challenging contexts, ii) develop capacity of 
national actors to assume or strengthen Principal 
recipient responsibility, and iii) improve policy 
and programme quality of GFATM in line with 
3.3.2 Global funD to fiGht aiDs, 
tuberculosis anD Malaria
UNDP and GFATM have been engaged in part-
nership since late 2002. The partnership was 
first formalized in December 2003 through an 
exchange of letters between the UNDP Admin-
istrator and the GFATM Executive Director.45 
The terms for cooperation between the two 
institutions were specified by a Standard Grant 
Agreement, which outlines how activities are to 
be implemented when UNDP serves as Principal 
Recipient for GFATM programmes.46
The exchange of letters outlines the basic princi-
ples and expectations when UNDP is a GFATM 
fund recipient. The Exchange of Letters stipulates:
 GFATM may award grants to UNDP as 
Principal Recipient in countries where 
complex emergencies or other exceptional 
circumstances exist and when there is no 
suitable local entity (lacking sufficient capacity 
essentially) to serve as Principal Recipient;
 While serving as Principal Recipient, UNDP 
should work to develop the capacity of 
national actors so that a national institution 
can assume the responsibility of the Principal 
Recipient. Where UNDP is not Principal 
Recipient it should provide technical advice 
to the nominated Principal Recipient and 
sub-Recipients so as to develop national 
capacity; and
 When UNDP acts as Principal Recipient, the 
role of Local Fund Agent has been adjusted. 
The Local Fund Agent which monitors 
Principal Recipients will not involve an 
institutional or financial management or 
fiduciary assessment when assessing UNDP. 
45 Exchange of Letters, Mark Malloch Brown and Richard G.A. Feachem 16-17 December 2003.
46 Grant agreements indicate what the purpose of the partnership is and the main UNDP deliverables. Each project is 
aligned to country strategies, which in turn align to overarching UNDP goals. 
47 In June 2007, the UNDP Executive Board mandated that the recovery rate for general management support for third-
party contributions to be increased to from 5 to 7 percent, in order to ensure all programmes managed by UNDP are 
properly funded.
48 The cost sharing arrangements have been amended since the inception of the GFATM. It currently stands at 7 percent.
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table 8. UNDP-GFATM partnership: facts and figures, as of 1 December 2011 (in millions of US dollars)
Number of Countries  (with UNDP as Principal 
Recipient of at least one Activea  grant)
30
Angola, Belarus, Belize, Bolivia, Bosnia and 
Herzegovina, Chad, Congo (Democratic Republic), 
Cuba, El Salvador, Haiti, Iran (Islamic Republic), Iraq, 
Kyrgyzstan, Liberia, Maldives, Montenegro, Nepal, 
Niger, Sao Tome and Principe, Sudan, South Sudan , 
Syrian Arab Republic, Tajikistan, Togo, Turkmenistan, 
Uzbekistan, West Bank and Gaza Strip, Yemen, 
Zambia, and Zimbabwe
Number of Active Grants (Active grants with 
UNDP as Principal Recipient)
59
UNDP GFATM Portfolio %
Value of Active Grants  (Total Signed Amount in 
USD equivalent for Active grants)
1,233 11,241 11.0
Total Value of Grants (Total Signed Amount in 
USD equivalent for all grants since 2002)
2,204 18,971 11.6
Value of Approved Commitments for Active 
Grantsb  (Total Amount of GFATM  Board 
Approved Commitments in USD Equivalent for 
Active grants)
1,718
22,508
7.6
Total Value of Approved Commitments 
(Total Amount of GFATM  Board Approved 
Commitments in USD Equivalent for all grants 
since 2002)
3,222 14.3
Disbursedc  for Active Grants  (Total Amount 
of Disbursements in USD Equivalent for Active 
grants since 2002)
895 7,834 11.4
Total Disbursed (Total Amount of 
Disbursements in USD Equivalent for all grants 
since 2002)
1,838 15,140 12.1
Total Disbursed in 2011 (Total Amount of 
Disbursements in USD Equivalent for all grants 
in 2011)
292 2,120 13.7
Cumulative Expenditure (Enhanced Financial 
Reporting) 2010  (Total Amount of Expenditure 
in USD Equivalent reported in GFATM  Enhanced 
Financial Reporting as of the end of the various 
individual grant reporting periods in 2010)d
638 9,106 7.0e
a.  Active grants are all grants defined by GFATM as “In Progress” at the date of the report. These do not include grants that are 
undergoing closure, have consolidated, changed Principal Recipient, or terminated.
b.  Note that approved commitments are calculated at the programme level, and grants under the same programme are assumed to 
inherit the same approved commitments amount.
c.  All Disbursed figures include refunds to GFATM. 
d. Enhanced Financial Reporting (EFR) data is based on information submitted by Principal Recipients and drawn from their own 
systems. The individual EFR reports are not verified by the Local Fund Agent but are reviewed for the overall reasonableness of the 
assumptions and high-level accuracy of the figures. EFR was launched in 2008, but since a lot of the reports go back to the start of 
the grants, some broad assumptions have been used by Principal Recipients to backdate the information prior to 2008. Therefore, the 
accuracy or reliability of individual grant reports is likely to be affected by how old the grant is, and the capacity of finance staff and 
systems of the individual grant recipients. In addition, EFR was not required for grants completed before January 2008.
e.  These figures are based on the 2010 EFR portfolio results, however it is important to note that the overall percentage of the portfolio 
allocated to UNDP is likely to be higher than the reality as UNDP grants were 100% compliant with EFR reporting requirements against 
95% compliance for the entire portfolio
Source: GFATM Grants and Disbursements; detailed information tables: http://portfolio.theglobalfund.org/en/DataDownloads/Index.
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table 9. 2002-2010 funding by region and 
type of disease (in millions of US dollars)
Region Tuberculosis HIV/AIDS Malaria
Africa 175.1 867.6 518.8
Asia and the 
Pacific
21.6 79.5 12.4
Arab States 126.1 179.3 137.2
Europe and the 
Commonwealth 
of Independent 
States
76.9 211.4 12.2
Latin America 
and the 
Caribbean
31.2 389.1 21.8
Total 430.9 1,726.9 702.4
Source: GFATM.
table 10. MLF-funded UNDP-MLF projects, 2001-2010 (in millions of US dollars)
Region Programme 
Funds Approved
Programme 
Funds Delivery
Number of 
Projects
Number of 
Countries
Africa $38.5 $32.8 234 37
Asia and the Pacific $170.0 $153.3 474 25
Europe $3.1 $2.5 32 5
Global $0.2 $0.3 3 0
Latin America and the Caribbean $114.9 $90.1 422 30
Total $326.7 $279.0 1,165 97
Source: UNDP.
3.3.3 Multilateral funD  
for the iMPleMentation of  
the Montreal Protocol
In 1991, in connection with MLF establishment, 
UNDP initiated its global Montreal Protocol 
Programme and entered into an agreement with 
the MLF Executive Committee to serve as an 
implementing agency. A headquarters-based 
support function was created in New York to 
assist in programme development and imple-
mentation as well as to provide financial oversight 
and reporting to its external governing body (the 
MLF Executive Committee). As of 2011, the 
UNDP Montreal Protocol Unit (part of the 
Environment and Energy Group of the Bureau 
for Development Policy) has provided technical 
and policy backstopping to country offices and 
governments and has overseen implementation 
of over 2,000 MLF-funded projects in more 
than 100 countries. UNDP is working with a 
broad range of partners, including governments, 
the private sector, representative organizations 
(e.g. technical associations, agricultural insti-
tutes, academia and civil society), to help devel-
oping countries adopt and implement strategies 
that target the preservation of the ozone layer 
and sustainable development. A key objective of 
UNDP work is to develop governments’ capaci-
ties to meet their commitments by phasing out 
the use of ozone-depleting substances in indus-
trial production, refrigeration servicing and 
mobile air-conditioning, fire protection and agri-
cultural production.
the UNDP role as a co-sponsor of the Joint 
United Nations Progamme on HIV/AIDS and 
UNDP mandates in governance and capacity 
development.
UNDP has been one of the more important 
partners in terms of the volume of grants received 
by GFATM grants. UNDP has assumed the 
responsibility of Principal Recipient in 47 
countries since 2002, and the value of signed 
grant agreements totals some $2 billion. Table 8 
shows information about the magnitude of the 
UNDP-GFATM partnership. Table 9 provides 
an overview of GFATM funding of UNDP by 
region and disease. 
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programme to date has prevented the annual 
release of almost 66,000 tonnes of ozone-
depleting substances into the atmosphere. 
Table 10 shows how MLF-funded projects 
implemented by UNDP have been distributed 
by region from 2001 to 2010. 
3.4 unDP PartnershiP with  
PhilanthroPic founDations
Historically, UNDP has had few long-term 
substantive partnerships with philanthropic foun-
dations. The main exception is the United Nations 
Foundation, which was set up in 1999 to manage 
and disburse the one billion dollar donation from 
There is no existing explicit logic model for the 
UNDP-MLF partnership. However, the existing 
policy and procedure documents do indicate what 
the purpose of the partnerships is and what the 
main deliverables of UNDP are. Instead of an 
overarching logic model, each project is aligned 
to country strategies, which in turn align to over-
arching UNDP goals.
As of 31 December, 2010, UNDP had received 
$531,815,854 through net project approvals 
(excluding support costs). Disbursed funding 
for the same period amounts to $483,163,726 
(excluding all obligations), which corre-
sponds to 91 percent of approved funding. The 
table 11. Contribution of selected philanthropic foundations to UNDP for 2004–2010 
(in millions of US dollars)
2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010
Core resourcesa 842.1 923.4 923.8 1,119.0 1,097.1 1,013.6 967.1
Non-core resourcesb 2,943.9 3,599.7 3,517.3 3,564.5 3,633.4 3,640.6 4,045.7
Specific foundationsc 13.6 16.0 18.1 11.7 10.3 15.5 10.1
Bill and Melinda Gates 
Foundation
0.6 0.7 5.3 0.9 9.3 4.2
Open Society Institute (NY) 0.4 0.0 1.7 0.5 2.3 0.6 3.4
United Nations Fund for 
International Partnerships 
Turner Foundation
10.6 14.6 15.9 3.4 1.6 2.1 1.0
Ford Foundation 0.4 0.3 0.2 0.6 0.3 0.4 0.9
Soros Foundation Network 1.0 0.3 0.4 0.2 0.4 0.0 0.4
The Rockefeller Foundation 0.1 0.7 0.2
Al Maktoum Foundation 2.3 1.5
Khalifa bin Zayed Al Nehayan 
Foundation
2.2 0.6
ZAYED Foundationd 0.5 0.1 1.6 0.5 0.3
UN Foundation 0.0 0.1 (0.1)
Total contributione 3,786.1 4,523.1 4,441.0 4,683.5 4,730.5 4,654.2 5,012.8
a.  Figures for total contribution from core resources are based on the 2001–2010 Annual Review of the UNDP financial situation and 
only include trust funds and cost sharing.
b.  Figures for total contribution from non-core resources are based on 2001–2010 Annual Review of the UNDP financial situation and 
only include trust funds and cost sharing.
c.  Figures from 2004 to 2009 are based on the Oracle Business Intelligence Enterprise Edition database (only cost sharing and trust 
funds). 2010 figures are based on the ‘Fund Balance Report’ (only cost sharing and trust funds).
d.  The Zayed Bin Sulthan Al Nahayan, Charitable and Humanitarian Foundation
e. Figures for total contribution from core and non-core resources are based on 2001–2010 Annual Review of the UNDP financial 
situation and only include trust funds and cost sharing.
Source: UNDP.
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also calls for extending and expanding the UNDP 
regional project for the enhancement of quality 
assurance and institutional planning in Arab 
universities. The memorandum of understanding 
is due to expire at the end of 2012, when project 
activities should have been implemented. None-
theless, new activities within the project are 
currently being planned through 2014. 
The partnership between UNDP and the Al 
Maktoum Foundation was one of the first major 
strategic initiatives launched by the Al Maktoum 
Foundation leadership. As of 2011, the foun-
dation has supported UNDP in developing 
the ‘2009 Arab Knowledge Report’ and the 
‘Arab Human Capital Challenge’, two reports 
which, following in the tradition of the earlier 
Arab Human Development Reports, offer a 
general introduction to the state of the Arab 
knowledge society and the challenges of fostering 
employment in Arab states. The entire grant is 
$9.57 million out of which $5.83 million has 
been contributed to UNDP. 
3.4.2 Gates founDation
UNDP has worked with the Gates Foundation 
on several projects since the Gates Foundation 
began operating in 1994. No broad partnership 
agreement or memorandum of understanding 
has been signed between the two institutions; 
memorandums of understanding are drafted for 
individual projects. Activities spanning a range 
of thematic areas and regions have been imple-
mented on a project-by-project basis. Table 12 
outlines the projects under the UNDP-Gates 
Foundation partnership. 
The Multifunctional Platform Project revolves 
around a diesel-run engine mounted on a chassis 
to which a variety of processing equipment can 
be attached. The basic idea is to use cost-effective 
Ted Turner in support of various United Nations 
causes.49 To date, the UNDP–the United Nations 
Foundation partnership has implemented projects 
worth more than $100 million.50
UNDP engaged with other philanthropic foun-
dations as well. These partnerships have primarily 
been managed by UNDP country offices and 
do not necessarily represent partnerships that 
are anchored in multi-year partnership agree-
ments for UNDP as a whole. Table 11 provides 
an overview of contributions by selected philan-
thropic foundations to UNDP in recent years. 
The Gates Foundation, the Soros Foundation and 
the Al Maktoum Foundation represent distinctly 
different philanthropic foundations with which 
UNDP has had significant engagement between 
2001 and 2010, primarily at the project level. 
Overall, the UNDP Bureau for External Relations 
and Advocacy51 is responsible for corporate-level 
engagement with philanthropic foundations and 
has a liaison function vis-à-vis programme units 
that enter into specific partnerships with philan-
thropic foundations. Until 2010, the Division for 
Foundation Affairs managed UNDP’s founda-
tion-specific work programme. Since then, this 
responsibility has been integrated in the Private 
Sector Division.
3.4.1 al MaKtouM founDation
UNDP and the Al Maktoum Foundation signed 
a memorandum of understanding in 2007 with 
the objective of “enhancing knowledge acquisition, 
generation and access for the overall purpose of 
promoting knowledge-based societies and creating 
an enabling environment for the overall human 
development in the Arab Region.” The specific 
activities under the agreement were to prepare the 
‘Arab Knowledge Report’ series, which was to be 
issued annually and address priority challenges in 
the region. The memorandum of understanding 
49 United Nations (1998) General Assembly Resolution, A/53/700.
50 Other UN agencies (e.g. the World Health Organization and UNICEF) have also partnered with the United Nations 
Foundation and received more than $300 million each.
51 Prior to November 2011, the Bureau for External Relations and Advocacy was known as the Partnership Bureau.
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the agricultural sector. The intended output is to 
strengthen the capacity of the Ministry of Agri-
culture to prepare and implement key agricul-
ture programmes and related investment frame-
works. The Food and Agriculture Organization, 
through its Food Policy Research Institute, has 
been involved in the Gates Foundation-financed 
diagnostic studies for eight sub-sectors of Ethio-
pia’s agricultural sector.
3.4.3 soros founDation
UNDP signed a memorandum of understanding 
with the Soros Foundation in 2001 in order to 
enhance existing cooperation and to help the 
institutions meet their mutual goals of supporting 
international development and strengthening 
democratic institutions.52 The direct purpose 
was to move away from the project-by-project 
relationship and form a more strategic partner-
ship. The principal areas of interest for coopera-
tion were highlighted as: democratic governance, 
HIV/AIDS, conflict prevention, globalization, 
information and communications technology, 
private sector development and gender. 
Projects at the Soros Foundation are usually 
initiated through research undertaken by its 
economic development team or by George Soros 
himself. Project initiation is typically triggered 
technology to improve the lives of women in West 
Africa by freeing up their time and allowing them 
to sell good quality products at markets. This agri-
cultural project, which has been widely regarded as 
an innovative initiative, had already been supported 
by UNDP for some time when the Gates Founda-
tion joined a group of donors and development 
partners to provide additional backing. 
The UNDP-Gates project in Bulgaria is designed 
to facilitate access to information, knowledge, 
communication, e-contents and community 
services through Bulgaria’s public libraries 
network. The broad objective of the project is to 
increase library usage throughout the country and 
help Bulgarian citizens integrate into the global 
information society within five years.
The UNDP-Gates project in Ethiopia, 
Enhancing National Capacity for Agricul-
tural Growth and Transformation, is part of the 
government’s National Agricultural Growth 
Programme. The overall project objective is to 
provide support to the Ethiopian Agricultural 
Transformation Agency in the following areas: 
up-stream strategy and programmatic support; 
institutional capacity development and partner-
ship and resource mobilization. The project aims 
to increase agricultural productivity in Ethiopia 
by improving agricultural policy, increasing access 
to knowledge and by facilitating investment to 
table 12. Projects under the UNDP-Gates Foundation partnership (in millions of US dollars)
Project Title (type) Region/Country Grant Amount Timeline
Multifunctional Platform Project  
(women’s empowerment)
west africa $19.0 2007–2011
access to internet and library (systems project) bulgaria $15.6 2009–2013
support to strengthening of Millennium Development 
Goal (reporting and monitoring project)
Global $2.8 finalized in 2003
food security in africa  
(human Development report 2011)
africa $1.5 2010–2011
agricultural Growth (transformation project) ethiopia $12.0 2011–2016
Source: UNDP
52 Memorandum of understanding UNDP Open Society Institute, 25 September 2001.
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As of 2011, activities under the partnership have 
primarily revolved around various democratic 
governance and human rights projects in Eastern 
Europe and the former Soviet Union. Table 13 
shows the top five UNDP programme country 
receiving contributions from the Soros Foun-
dation from 2004 to 2010. In total, UNDP has 
received $15 million in contributions from the 
Soros Foundation from 2004 to 2010.
by demand from the foundation’s country offices. 
Partnerships at the Soros Foundation are not 
structured around centralized collaboration, but 
rather through needs identified by staff present 
in the countries the Soros Foundation is active 
in. The Soros Foundation prefers not to be the 
largest donor in a particular project, but is often 
the first donor and provides seed money to 
stimulate activities at an early stage.
table 13. Examples of UNDP/OSI/Soros Foundation projects (in millions of US dollars)
Country Projects Amount
Liberia Liberia Emergency Capacity Building Support Project 3.0
Moldova Joint United Nations Country Team for Human Rights Promotion and Protection 2.2
Chisinau Municipality Development project
Achieving European Integration Goals and Commitments project
Transitional Capacity Support project
Civil Society Organizations Development project
eGovernance in Moldova project
Improved Capacities for Managing Development project
Improved social security project
Integrated Local Development Programme
Support to 2010 Floods 
Kyrgyzstan Increasing Employment Opportunities project 1.8
HIV/AIDS project
Quality and Access to public services
Poverty Reduction - Policy Advice project
Bosnia and 
Herzegovina
Municipal Assessment project 1.2
Judicial Training project
Strengthening Capacities project
Georgia Support to Governance Reform Programmes 1.0
Source: UNDP
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4.1.1 Global funD relevance
In line with the relevance-related evaluation 
questions specified in Chapter 1, relevance is 
presented in terms of two primary dimensions: 
importance of partnership and its alignment with 
programmatic priorities.
Importance of partnership
Partnership with global funds is strategi-
cally important to UNDP. Not only does it 
facilitate mobilizing significant volumes of 
financial support, but it also provides UNDP 
with opportunities to engage in global policy 
dialogue, participate in innovative initia-
tives, and strengthen its own capacity. Part-
nership with global funds has become increas-
ingly relevant to UNDP in monetary terms. The 
UNDP budget derived from such global funds 
has been over $657 million per annum, one-sixth 
of its non-core revenue. Each fund contributed a 
sizeable amount to the UNDP budget: 
 GEF funding accounts for approximately 
$260 million per year; 
 GFATM has 59 active grants (two to five-
year duration), totalling approximately $370 
million per year; 
 MLF accounts for approximately $25 million 
per year.
This budgetary significance was reflected at the 
country level in all programmes under review. 
Sectoral programmes were heavily reliant on one 
or more global funds. In Honduras, for example, 
GEF provided nearly 100 percent of the funding 
This chapter highlights the main findings of the 
evaluation of UNDP partnership with global 
funds and philanthropic foundations. The evalu-
ation criteria—relevance, effectiveness, efficiency 
and sustainability—are used to assess these part-
nerships from a strategic and project level. The 
first part of this chapter deals with UNDP part-
nerships with global funds; the second part of 
this chapter deals with UNDP relationships with 
philanthropic foundations.
Sources referred to are illustrative and the 
evidence base is always broader, drawing from 
a wide range of documents and interviews at 
the global, regional and national levels (most 
of which are not specifically referenced). The 
countries or projects cited in the text were 
selected on the basis of availability and an effort 
to ensure a balance in geographical coverage. 
Examples are used to ground the text in order 
to improve its readability; they are not intended 
to impart any value judgements or comparisons 
between cases. 
4.1 Global funDs
The findings on global funds are drawn from 
an analysis of the following sources: studies of 
39 cases of GEF, GFATM and MLF partner-
ship in 16 countries developed through field 
visits or phone interviews; detailed notes from 
more than sixty global-level interviews; review 
of background documents including a meta- 
analysis of UNDP Evaluation Office Assessment 
of Development Results; and a survey of Resident 
Representatives. 
chapter 4
finDinGs on PartnershiP  
with Global funDs anD  
PhilanthroPic founDations
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under GEF; Principal Recipient of Last Resort 
under GFATM; and one of four organizations 
under MLF. It has engaged with these funds 
since the funds’ inceptions. Relationships were 
forged at a strategic level and based on memo-
randum of understanding and top-level contacts. 
Funds were managed through sizeable units at 
UNDP headquarters. A significant proportion of 
each fund went to partner countries through or 
with UNDP support. On an annual basis, UNDP 
received an average of approximately 40 percent 
of GEF funding, 32 percent of MLF funds and 
11 percent of GFATM funds. At the country 
level, UNDP was a significant channel for global 
funds. This is the case for GFATM in partic-
ular, and was the premise of its partnership with 
UNDP—to enable operation in countries where 
other options are not available (e.g. Zimbabwe). 
The partnerships were based on shared common 
values and commitments to internationally agreed 
standards. Many of the governments, which sit 
on the UNDP Executive Board, also supported 
global funds. Each UNDP project proposal for all 
funds went through a systematic vetting process 
that ensured alignment with fund objectives. 
UNDP had a number of comparative advan-
tages in terms of implementing global fund 
programmes. The following factors were most 
regularly mentioned by interviewees:
 Country presence and a network of offices 
gave national stakeholders direct access 
to staff and the confidence that project 
management was done on-site; 
 Administrative and implementation capacity, 
including human resources capacity in many 
country offices, and access to development 
professionals and technical experts through 
the international network; 
 Focus on smaller national projects and 
grants in enabling activities and capacity 
development—aspects that were not always 
of interest to other potential implementing 
agencies; and
 Neutrality in politically exceptional or 
unstable contexts (see Box 1).  
for the country programme’s environment and 
energy programme. Eritrea, among others, 
derived some 50 percent or more of its resources 
from such funds. Other offices had a more diverse 
base with specific global funds accounting for 5 
percent or less of overall income. 
Partnership with global funds was widely 
regarded as being of substantive value to UNDP. 
It provided UNDP with an opportunity to engage 
in global policy dialogue with governments on a 
range of issues. In numerous instances, partner-
ship enhanced UNDP capacities and abilities to 
operate. According to the Resident Representa-
tives’ survey, global fund money enabled UNDP 
to address environmental issues and provide indis-
pensable support to the control of diseases—activ-
ities that would not otherwise have been priori-
tized due to funding gaps. UNDP has been able 
to develop its country-specific technical expertise 
in specialized areas, for example HIV/AIDS in 
the Maldives through work with GFATM or 
energy efficiency in Mauritius through GEF.
In Zimbabwe and elsewhere, the funds functioned 
as a launch pad for mobilizing other donor funding 
and fulfilling United Nations Development Assist-
ance Framework commitments. Funds also facili-
tated innovative work that would not have been 
possible through the use of core funds. GEF was 
credited for funding cutting-edge work on energy 
efficiency in Lebanon, and for enabling Belarus 
to find new avenues for working with communi-
ties by integrating environmental protection and 
income generation support. Cooperation across 
focus areas fostered by global funds facilitated a 
better integration of programmes within UNDP 
itself. The GEF programme in Tajikistan, for 
example, acquired best practice recognition within 
UNDP for the quality of its programme portfolios.
Partnership with UNDP is strategically 
important to global funds. There is a shared 
commitment to international standards, and 
UNDP adds significant value to the delivery 
of global fund initiatives. UNDP was a key 
player in all three funds under review, and played 
a central role among a small number of recog-
nized implementing agencies; one of ten agencies 
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fund manager (as opposed to its specialization in 
particular subject areas). Historically, this is why 
UNDP has been able to take on a key implemen-
tation role in all the global funds under review.
Alignment with programmatic priorities
Initiatives supported through UNDP-global 
fund partnerships are generally relevant to 
national priorities. As governments make 
choices as to how to prioritize development chal-
lenges, the specific allocation of resources within 
the sectoral focus areas of global funds are not 
always perceived as requiring the most urgent 
attention. The 2008–2013 UNDP Strategic Plan 
highlights the importance of ensuring that all 
programmes, including UNDP-global fund part-
nerships, are relevant to the national development 
agenda. Global fund projects fit well with national 
priorities in most of the countries according to the 
country case studies and feedback from national 
stakeholders. Such funding constituted a signifi-
cant part of national budgets. In Chile, 30 percent 
of the climate change programme was funded by 
GEF; in Angola, GFATM supported approxi-
mately 40 percent of national initiatives on HIV/
AIDS (see Box 2). 
This is not an exhaustive list of factors. In 
addition, the UNDP comparative advantage 
benefited from synergies inherent to multiple 
factors applying at the same time.
Stakeholders were generally well aware of UNDP 
added value. Recipient governments in particular 
had a good sense of the comparative advan-
tages of different agencies and readily cited why 
they chose one agency over another for a given 
project. Feedback from government stakeholders 
in a number of countries indicated that UNDP 
was best suited for smaller projects that involve 
capacity development, that the World Bank was 
relevant for large investment projects involving 
loans and that UNEP brought a specialization in 
the legal and political aspects of environmental 
issues. It was not altogether clear whether these 
perceptions of comparative advantage were based 
on broader corporate statements differentiating 
the roles of various partners involved (which 
they do mirror), or whether they were based 
on the immediate observations and experiences 
of country-level stakeholders. Overall, UNDP 
administrative capacity and its global network 
were the main reasons for it being selected as 
box 1. Zimbabwe: playing a critical role but making hard choices
Most stakeholders agreed that unDP played an indispensable role in Zimbabwe in terms of leadership among 
united nations agencies, coordination and networking. throughout the turmoil of the past decade, while donor 
commitment was on hold even beyond the establishment of the “inclusive Government” in 2009, unDP was one 
of the few international agencies that continued to work directly with the government, thus supporting the state 
at a time of acute financial and monetary crisis. in addition, it was one of the few organizations at the time that the 
government trusted and viewed as a neutral player. 
following the reserve bank’s diversion of millions of dollars from a GfatM round 5 grant in 2008, continued GfatM 
involvement in Zimbabwe was called into question. however, GfatM support was critical in combating hiv/aiDs, 
malaria and tuberculosis. in response to this incident, and after putting in place additional safeguards, GfatM 
continued to channel funds through unDP. as the only credible partner agency, unDP had a pivotal role to play 
in keeping lines of communication open among key stakeholders and in helping mobilize substantial resources 
not only from GfatM, but also from other donors to support humanitarian efforts. without unDP involvement, 
Zimbabwe may have lost up to half a billion dollars from various funding sources.
however, the unDP role was not uncontroversial. several donors and other organizations criticized unDP for what 
they saw as its passive role in the face of ostensible human rights violations and its failure to stand up for its own 
human development values. the unDP position was that its neutral stance helped keep the door open for dialogue 
with the government, which would not have been possible had it taken a more combative stance. this helped 
preserve relations during a difficult period and served the country’s developmental needs.
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Maldives was the only country under review 
where questions arose as to whether UNDP-GEF 
projects were truly relevant to inherent national 
priorities. According to a recent UNDP country 
programme evaluation, only two out of five envi-
ronmental priorities for the Maldives were of 
interest to GEF, and then only insofar as global 
benefits were involved. The UNDP environ-
ment portfolio appeared to be skewed towards 
those areas in which GEF funding was available 
(e.g. reducing carbon emissions), and paid less 
attention to issues of climate change which, 
for the Maldives, is a matter of survival.54 The 
UNDP environment portfolio has since been 
adjusted and now focuses significant attention 
on developing strategies and plans to cope with 
climate change-related environmental problems. 
Situations like this highlight the importance of 
ensuring that UNDP engages with global funds to 
address national priority issues, and that govern-
ments should look to international financing 
institutions and bilateral donors to support the 
types of initiatives that are not covered by global 
funds (e.g. infrastructure for drinking water, 
sanitation, waste management). In many places, 
UNDP had an important role as mediator to 
The significance of global funds to national 
priorities was also shown by the potential impacts 
of such funding. In a number of countries, the 
large scale of GEF funding contributed to 
systemic change (e.g. Belarus and Tajikistan). 
GFATM funding in Iran provided opportunities 
for innovative programming in support of human 
development principles. Although funding is 
earmarked to specific projects, there was inevi-
tably some crossover in terms of advisory work. 
Project staff often sat in ministries, which also 
enhanced wider government programmes. 
While all projects were relevant, questions can be 
asked whether the most relevant challenges were 
being addressed first. For example, a recent thematic 
evaluation of UNDP contributions to environment 
and energy suggested that climate mitigation activ-
ities supported through UNDP-GEF initiatives 
were “often marginally relevant to the mainstream 
development agendas of countries, especially [least 
developed countries] and small island developing 
countries, and have distracted attention from the 
importance of providing affordable energy services 
to the poor.”53 
box 2. Angola: meeting national priorities in partnership with others
in 2006, the united nations Joint team on hiv/aiDs, in close coordination with the Government of angola, 
launched a three-year programme in support the decentralization process of angola’s national hiv/aiDs 
Programme, a core component of the national strategic Plan. the unDP-GfatM partnership constituted a central 
pillar of the united nations Joint team, which included the food and agriculture organization, Joint united nations 
Programme on hiv/aiDs, unicef, united nations Population fund and the world health organization. having been 
designated as Principal recipient by the GfatM country coordinating Mechanism, unDP supported treatment, 
prevention and capacity development for national units responsible for managing the hiv/aiDs response (the 
Ministry of health  
in particular). 
an important focus of unDP work was to ensure the transfer of Principal recipient responsibilities to the Ministry 
of health in 2010. notwithstanding operational challenges, the unDP-GfatM partnership was closely aligned with 
national priorities and the joint united nations response.
53 UNDP Evaluation Office, Evaluation of Role and Contribution of UNDP in Environment and Energy, New York, 
August 2008, p. x. It should be noted that the GEF programmatic focus on issues that have broader global environmental 
implications does not preclude governments, in partnership with UNDP, from seeking funding through other donors for 
issues that are of more immediate local relevance.
54 UNDP Evaluation Office, Assessment of Development Results Maldives, New York, March 2010.
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correspondingly increased. A preference for 
more flexible, quick-impact funds may lessen the 
recourse to global funds and possibly UNDP. 
UNDP also had a legitimate role in shaping 
national agendas, which entailed highlighting 
and advocating matters that were not listed as 
national priorities. UNDP was credited with 
putting environmental issues such as persistent 
organic pollutants or energy efficiency on the 
table in a number of countries, including Chile, 
Honduras, Morocco and Zimbabwe.
UNDP plays an essential role in managing 
global funds at the national level, and is 
sometimes the only feasible or available inter-
national partner. It may implement directly 
due to a lack of national capacity arising from 
political or security reasons, governance issues 
or a lack of management and administrative 
expertise. UNDP often filled essential roles in 
managing global funds at the national level and in 
mobilizing resources from international donors. 
For example, when bilateral donors pulled out of 
Zimbabwe, UNDP became the sole channel of 
international assistance to the country (approxi-
mately $500 million) by galvanizing support for 
basket funds and using global funds. 
ensure that country needs were matched with 
available funding.
There was some debate about whether global 
funds diverted international funding from other 
causes. However, the issue was how such funds 
were used and applied nationally, and whether 
the availability of global fund support encour-
aged poor countries to divert scarce national 
resources and capacities into securing and 
managing related initiatives. Occasionally, the 
concern was expressed that funds were imposed 
on countries or that UNDP pressured govern-
ments into such projects. However, no evidence 
was found to support such allegations. To the 
contrary, recipient governments were found to 
be assertive about their requirements, particularly 
as they often needed to co-finance global fund-
supported projects and endorse them at political 
and technical levels. The majority of govern-
ments were appreciative of the sort of activities 
and expertise generated by such funding sources.
Global fund and UNDP relevance may have 
been affected by government policies towards 
international aid or its ability to access inter-
national funds. For example, when Chile chose 
to reduce its reliance on loans, development 
banks’ roles decreased and UNDP importance 
box 3. Tajikistan: obstacles to handing programme control to national authorities
the donor community in tajikistan has been concerned with governance issues, as reflected in numerous reports, 
rankings and surveys. GfatM, sharing these concerns, has repeatedly decided not to transfer Principal recipient 
responsibilities from unDP to national authorities. however, addressing governance issues has not been an explicit 
agenda item in the context of the unDP-GfatM partnership. for example, GfatM did not share with unDP its 
assessment reports that covered governance issues. unDP capacity development assessments were not applied to 
the government agencies involved in the GfatM programmes. 
Parallel to governance issues, tajikistan lacks technical and managerial capacity. in acknowledging its national 
agencies’ lack of capacity, the government and other stakeholders suggested that unDP could have done more to 
provide systematic training to relevant government institutions. 
unDP (in partnership with the world health organization) is planning to undertake a comprehensive assessment 
of national government capacities with a view towards providing the systematic training. however, governance 
issues, in particular the question of governmental agencies’ ability to manage financial flows in accordance with 
GfatM requirements, are still being sidelined. a more explicit capacity development strategy, providing a shared 
understanding of the multitude of criteria that need to be satisfied to achieve this goal, could contribute to 
minimizing misunderstandings and to establishing a clear plan of action.
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capacity were seen to be making the pragmatic 
choice of keeping UNDP as a service provider. 
In the case of global funds, UNDP specialist 
knowledge on project design and grant applica-
tion was a reason for choosing to work through 
UNDP. This was in keeping with broader global 
trends that show that UNDP relationships with 
governments evolve as a country develops. For 
example, a number of high-capacity countries 
(e.g. Brazil, China and India), have asked UNDP 
to help them export their knowledge and expertise 
to other countries.
In some cases, governments that were able to 
take on financial responsibilities disputed UNDP 
involvement. These situations tended to be 
GFATM projects where the donor had assigned 
the role of Principal Recipient to UNDP on the 
basis of national authorities’ limited capacities. 
These included cases where national authori-
ties had previously failed in the role of Principal 
Recipient due to fund diversion or poor perform-
ance. There were also localized instances of 
poor relations between UNDP and government 
officials, partially caused by weak communication 
on the part of UNDP, but also due to govern-
ments’ stance on international aid.
National capacity development is highlighted 
in agreements between UNDP and global 
funds. While project-based capacity devel-
opment activities are commonplace, UNDP 
does not prioritize a longer-term vision and 
a systematized approach aimed at enabling 
national partners to be self-sufficient. Capacity 
development in order to enable national authori-
ties “to develop the ability of national partners 
to do things for themselves or do things better 
without the United Nations having to play the 
same role again” is central to United Nations 
commitments.55 The UNDP Strategic Plan 
2008–2011 places a strong emphasis on capacity 
assessment, development and monitoring. 
UNDP implements directly where there is a 
lack of national capacity due to political or 
security reasons, governance issues or inadequate 
management and administrative expertise. A 
variety practical factors can impede national 
implementation (see Box 3), such as a lack of 
efficient procedures for financial approval, funds 
being lost in national budget cycles and requiring 
parliamentary approval before they can be used, 
or all expenditures—even for a few dollars—
requiring a minister’s personal signature. Other 
factors include the absence of legislation allowing 
governments to subcontract non-governmental 
organizations or the fragmentation or absence 
of functioning government structures. In stable 
middle-income countries, such as Malaysia and 
Namibia, UNDP provides support to national 
implementation, playing the role of service 
provider and adviser on project design, grant 
application and monitoring. 
In some contexts, UNDP collaborated with 
other organizations. In GFATM initiatives, 
UNDP was the main recipient of funds within 
a complex implementation structure. In Belarus, 
for example, UNDP was the Principal Recipient 
of GFATM funding and worked with the main 
implementing partner, the Ministry of Health, 
along with 23 other government structures and 
50 non-governmental organizations. In some 
contexts, the UNDP role was limited to financial 
conduit. There was often no alternative to 
UNDP: all global funds restrict entry to a limited 
number of recipient agencies, and these were 
not always present in country, interested in the 
projects concerned or had the capability to deliver 
on them. In some cases, alternative partners were 
available, but UNDP was seen as the best option, 
having a good track record for implementation. 
National authorities usually welcomed UNDP 
in global fund implementation, which often 
built on a long-standing historical relationship. 
Even governments with evident implementation 
55 UNDP Evaluation Office, ‘Evaluation of UNDP contribution to strengthening national capacities’, New York, December 
2010, pp. xi.
chaPter 4. finDinGs on PartnershiP with Global funDsanD PhilanthroPic founDations 4 3
national capacity development from the outset and 
made this part of their agreements with UNDP. 
At GFATM and GEF headquarters, interviewees 
expressed the concern that UNDP offices appeared 
to stall over capacity development simply to retain 
funds. However, aside from isolated cases where 
this may be a problem, there was no evidence to 
suggest this was a widespread practice.
Another reason some UNDP offices gave the 
impression of being slow to hand over authority 
is that they entered agreements with govern-
ment counterparts under difficult circumstances 
in which capacity development appears to be a 
distant likelihood or not properly defined. While 
UNDP has developed guidance on effective 
capacity development, in practice it is often not 
considered user-friendly or sufficiently compre-
hensive and adaptable to specific national 
circumstances. Further, there is no mandatory 
approach to capacity assessment, baseline setting 
or exit strategies. Each country office proceeded 
Even in the most challenging contexts, there was a 
sense among fund managers and within recipient 
governments that UNDP could do more to prepare 
for handover to national authorities. This is despite 
national stakeholders’ recognition that handover is 
very likely remote due to a variety of factors beyond 
UNDP control, such as the need for institutional 
government reform. Handover will also depend on 
a donor assessment of national authorities’ compe-
tence. In one case where the government is pressing 
for control, GFATM has specified 100 issues that 
need to be resolved before it can transmit funds 
directly to government agencies. Risk is also a key 
consideration for UNDP since, as the custodian 
of funds, it remains accountable for them even if 
other players are given additional responsibilities.
Nevertheless, there are expectations that UNDP 
should do more. The matter came to a head within 
the context of the UNDP-GFATM partnership 
when the GFATM executive board raised the issue 
with UNDP. Both GFATM and GEF prioritized 
box 4. Lebanon: making cross-linkages between MLF and GEF-supported projects and UNDP 
strategic objectives
in lebanon, the linkages between the unDP-Mlf partnership and wider unDP development objectives are 
limited. Mlf only requires reporting on the reduction of ozone depleting substances, and unDP does not capture 
other effects in its own reporting. the country office is aware that there are some development effects in terms 
of job creation, education and training. for example, the Mlf programme trained many individual, low-skilled 
freelance mechanics and distributed new technologies to public schools. one study on the economic after-effects 
of Mlf showed that private factory production costs decreased by 20 percent, but did not measure impacts on 
employment opportunities and standards of living. Distribution of free machinery to the private sector was not 
accompanied by any activities to assess other social impacts or to promote unDP values. while this may not have 
been feasible in practice, is a missed opportunity to develop such links.
linkages were more visible under Gef projects. alignment with unDP development objectives are usually reviewed 
during project design, and Gef projects may include practical components such as the conservation of biodiversity 
in medicinal plants and reforestation, which incorporate working with communities. these elements frequently 
include livelihood components. the Gef small Grants Programme integrates issues such as poverty reduction and 
gender equality as assessment criteria. linkages were evident in policy-level work, but were not always present in 
mainstream projects. the climate change project, for example, has not yet considered gender issues even though 
these are well-debated internationally. some project staff confirmed that they did not habitually take wider 
development results into account, nor did the unDP country offices ask them to do so.
whether linkages are formally made or not, Gef environmental projects may have important development 
outcomes in terms of job creation and new markets. the solar water heater project, for example, opened up $8 
to $10 million in new markets in lebanon; though progress reports, newsletters, and the country office web site 
routinely highlighted this fact, the longer-term impacts on jobs and livelihoods have not been tracked. in the 
conservation of biodiversity project, participating farmers were already achieving a higher price for their produce as 
compared to pre-project sales. however, the project is still in its early stage and full impacts on livelihoods have yet 
to be measured. 
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There has been varying emphasis on developing 
technical capacities rather than project manage-
ment capacities. In one location where UNDP 
support was highly valued, government officials 
said that they need capacity development on 
administration and procurement, as this was 
the main impediment to the government taking 
control—not merely technical capacity. In this 
context, the World Bank plans to step in to 
support the missing elements. In another country, 
following claims from the government that 
UNDP was not doing enough capacity develop-
ment, a capacity assessment and development 
plan has been initiated. 
It should be noted that some country offices (e.g. 
Jordan) already take a more systematic approach 
to capacity assessment and development using 
whatever limited tools are currently available, such 
as the Harmonized Approach to Cash Transfers; 
government counterparts have praised this approach. 
Even in places where UNDP has been criticized for 
being slow to hand over, such as Burkina Faso and 
Zimbabwe, there was still an acknowledgement 
that national authorities have been successfully 
supported to take increased ownership. 
The UNDP GFATM unit is leading the way 
on capacity development, following GFATM 
differently, depending on the direction of UNDP 
management and receptivity of the national 
counterpart. Some country offices undertook 
rigorous capacity assessments, while others based 
their approach on intuition or light assessments.
UNDP has only recently begun to design capacity 
development quality assurance functions with the 
full support of senior UNDP management. This 
will enable a more comprehensive approach in 
the future. In the absence of such an approach, 
UNDP country offices have often overlooked 
opportunities to develop capacity (however 
small), been unable to objectively track progress 
towards national ownership and have been unable 
to explain what they are doing on these matters. 
Nonetheless, UNDP does undertake some 
capacity development activities. This evaluation 
would concur with the findings of a recent evalu-
ation of UNDP contributions to strengthening 
national capacities. Project-specific support is 
commonplace and seen as relevant and effective 
by national partners. However, there remains a 
frequent lack of a long-term perspective aimed at 
building national partners to such an extent that 
they are able to successfully take over activities 
without UNDP support.56 
box 5. Iran: integrating a human development perspective in the UNDP-GEF partnership
the unDP-Gef partnership has, to an increasing extent, enabled unDP to address human development concerns, 
particularly in working directly with communities, for example in the context of the carbon sequestration and 
the wetlands projects. as implementation has proceeded in the MenariDa project, the integration of a range 
of development concerns (e.g. combining forest, rangeland and watershed management with the objective of 
sustainable livelihoods) has even resulted in the management of the project through the country office’s poverty 
cluster rather than the environment and energy cluster. this explicit association of what, on the part of primary 
governmental counterparts, is viewed as an environment-oriented project (justifying, also, the investment of 
counterpart funds by the Ministry of agricultural Jihad) with human development concerns, has been met 
with some trepidation. however, it is also indicative of unDP’s increased motivation to mainstream a human 
development perspective into all aspects of its work. in this regard, the small Grants Programme, supported 
through the unDP-Gef partnership, stands out as a prime example of how environmental concerns can be closely 
integrated with a prioritization of sustainable livelihoods.
a. Institutional Strengthening and Coherence for Integrated Natural Resources Management (MENARID)—A global project in the GEF 
International Waters portfolio, focusing on the Middle East and North Africa.
56 Ibid, pp. xiii.
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include poverty reduction and achievement of the 
Millennium Development Goals. These provide 
ample scope for the activities currently being 
carried out with existing global fund partners; 
GEF and MLF are linked to objectives on the 
environment, whereas GFATM comes under 
objectives on HIV/AIDS or the Millennium 
Development Goals. However, evaluations of 
the UNDP results-based management system 
have critiqued the lack of precision in corporate 
goal-setting and observed that country offices can 
easily manipulate programmes to fit loose over-
arching objectives.58
The evaluation team examined cross-linkages at 
the project level between global fund activities 
and other UNDP strategic objectives (e.g. poverty 
reduction and gender equality). A mixed picture 
has emerged. In terms of environmental projects, 
some country offices attempted to anchor these 
in a broader agenda by integrating human devel-
opment perspectives into discussions on national 
environmental policy. Programme techniques, 
such as cross-sectoral team meetings or check-
lists, were used to ensure that global fund projects 
integrated with other UNDP objectives. In some 
country offices, staff admitted that these connec-
tions were not habitually made, some struggled 
with turning theory into practice and others 
encountered resistance from colleagues and saw 
the need for a shift in mindset. 
There was a general lack of effort to integrate 
environmental issues into non-environmental 
projects, thus missing opportunities for an inte-
grated approach to sustainable development. 
A recent UNDP thematic evaluation on the 
poverty-environment nexus suggested “UNDP’s 
focus area structure promotes a ‘silo effect’ that 
makes cooperation across sectors difficult” and 
highlighted the lack of coordination between the 
environment and poverty focus areas in many 
countries.59 This evaluation reinforces those 
criticisms. The unit is making a concerted effort 
to design capacity development plans for all 
countries where UNDP is the Principal Recipient. 
Through the GEF programme, UNDP has 
focused significant attention on capacity develop-
ment, supporting the conduct of detailed assess-
ments in most programme countries on capaci-
ties to implement actions based on international 
environmental conventions.57
There is a good fit between the objectives of the 
UNDP-global fund partnerships and current 
UNDP strategic objectives and international 
commitments. Challenges remain in cross-
linkages with other strategic objectives at the 
project level. Alignment with the UNDP core 
mandate is a matter of ongoing debate. The 
coherence between the UNDP mandate and 
partnership with global funds can be viewed 
from different perspectives: the fit between the 
current UNDP strategy and global funds’ objec-
tives; practical cross-linkages at the project level 
between different organizational objectives and 
priorities; and the adherence to UNDP core 
purposes and mandate.
At the level of current UNDP strategic objec-
tives and international commitments, partner-
ship with global funds fit well. Project objectives 
were generally aligned with country programme 
objectives and the United Nations Develop-
ment Assistance Framework, which in turn fed 
into global UNDP objectives. This happens as a 
matter of course with each project through the 
UNDP project management system. 
Current UNDP strategic goals and objectives are 
broadly framed and encompass a wide variety of 
development activities. The core goals UNDP set 
in its 2002 second multi-year funding framework 
include managing energy and environment for 
sustainable development and responding to HIV/
AIDS. The Strategic Plan 2008–2011 focus areas 
57 GEF Evaluation Office, ‘National Capacity Self-Assessment’, GEF, Washington D.C., November 2011.
58 UNDP Evaluation Office, Evaluation of Results-Based Management in UNDP, New York, December 2007.
59 UNDP Evaluation Office, Evaluation of UNDP Contribution to Environmental Management for Poverty Reduction: 
the Poverty-Environment Nexus, New York, December 2010, p. viii.
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that integrate GEF-funded initiatives into wider 
human development-oriented programmes that 
are co-financed by other donors or programme 
country governments.
The GFATM partnership was considered a good 
fit with the overall UNDP strategic priorities, 
particularly where projects focused on national 
capacity development. There were a number of 
examples where the partnership has benefited 
the UNDP approach to human development, 
for example projects that enabled country offices 
to better understand and address highly relevant 
development challenges related to sex workers, 
drug users and prison populations; projects that 
supported gender equality; and projects that 
entered new programme areas (e.g. work with 
religious groups).
The question of how the work with global funds 
fits with the UNDP mandate is an ongoing 
discussion. The core UNDP purpose is to 
promote human development, but the concept is 
subject to variable interpretations, and UNDP’s 
core mandate is not enshrined in statute as with 
some other United Nations agencies. Some take 
the view that the UNDP mandate is being inter-
preted too broadly, resulting in strategic plans 
that are too all-encompassing. There have been 
differing views over the course of UNDP history 
as to whether specific sectors such as environ-
ment, health, and education should be within 
the organization’s purview at all. For the purpose 
of this evaluation, it is only possible to observe 
that the partnerships with the global funds under 
review fall within the UNDP mandate as it is 
currently interpreted through the Strategic Plan 
2008–2011.
In delivering global fund programmes, 
UNDP—as the custodian of the Resident 
Coordinator function—has a role in coordi-
nating initiatives with other concerned devel-
opment actors. While relations with such 
development actors have often been mutually 
findings; only one office reported that it took 
environmental considerations into account when 
preparing development projects that do not have 
an explicit environmental focus. 
There are observable differences between funds. 
In MLF, for example, there appeared to be missed 
opportunities to integrate dialogue on wider devel-
opment concerns with the private sector as UNDP 
was providing technical and financial assistance, 
or to capture unintended positive economic and 
social effects that arose through those programmes 
(see Box 4). GEF projects would have benefited 
from more efforts to integrate wider UNDP prior-
ities. Although headquarters provided guidance on 
ensuring integration of environmental projects with 
socio-economic and gender concerns, feedback 
from country offices suggested that implementing 
this nexus remains a challenge in practice. Previous 
evaluations of the UNDP-GEF partnership have 
been concerned that the preponderance of GEF 
financing used within the UNDP environment and 
energy programme ran the risk of diverting UNDP 
from its core focus on addressing priority national 
concerns.60 This risk was not, per se, a function 
of partnership with GEF, but reflected conscious 
choices by UNDP country office management to 
concentrate on GEF-funded initiatives instead 
of other environmental issues that would have 
required funding from other sources.
These concerns have noticeably abated in 
recent years, as the GEF strategic programme 
has expanded its attention to key development 
issues such as land degradation and sustainable 
development (see Boxes 4 and 5). There is also 
an opportunity for reporting on broader devel-
opment impacts in the GEF monitoring and 
evaluation framework. In addition, the funding 
base for the UNDP Environment and Energy 
Programme has expanded to the point where 
the GEF trust fund now provides less than 50 
percent of external UNDP funding support. The 
result is that in some places, such as Iran, UNDP 
is achieving success in implementing projects 
60 UNDP Evaluation Office, Evaluation of Role and Contribution of UNDP in Environment and Energy, ibid.
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different United Nations rules apply, for example, 
to the use of money from global funds to pay civil 
servants’ salaries. 
However, some global funds took the view that 
competition is constructive and helps drive effi-
ciency; it can also work to the benefit of recipient 
governments. In one case, both the government 
and some United Nations agencies suggested that 
a certain level of competition between agencies 
is beneficial, as it enables governments to secure 
better deals. 
Relations with civil society tended to be weak, 
with UNDP often being criticized for being too 
close to governments. In one example, UNDP 
remained engaged with a government that was 
heavily criticized internationally for its human 
rights record; UNDP was accused of ignoring 
human rights violations. However, its continued 
presence left open at least one channel for 
dialogue and development aid. The findings also 
suggested that partnership with global funds 
may help UNDP open up to non-governmental 
organizations and communities, e.g. through 
the GEF small grants programme or GFATM 
Country Coordinating Mechanisms.
4.1.2 Global funD effectiveness
According to the assessment systems of the 
global funds under review, UNDP work is 
considered effective. UNDP generally receives 
satisfactory to high scores demonstrating its 
ability to deliver well within the context of such 
partnerships. The advent of global funds has 
brought an increased emphasis on results-based 
management. Each of the funds under review 
has systems for regularly measuring recipient 
agencies’ performance and in rating them against 
each other. These external measurement systems 
have found UNDP work to be effective. UNDP 
work generally receives satisfactory to high scores, 
demonstrating its ability to deliver well within 
the context of such partnerships. Recent scores61 
beneficial, they have also, occasionally, been 
competitive or one-sided. Coordination with 
other development actors, particularly United 
Nations members of the country team, is intrinsic 
to the UNDP Strategic Plan 2008–2011 and its 
role as manager of the Resident Coordinator 
system. United Nations coordination works well 
at a formal United Nations Development Assist-
ance Framework level, but there is scope for 
closer cooperation. In relation to GFATM, some 
countries praised UNDP for its role in galva-
nizing other players and for mobilizing technical 
assistance and utilizing networks to the competi-
tive advantage of other United Nations agencies. 
UNDP also acts as administrator for United 
Nations agencies that wish to implement projects 
but do not have an in-country presence. In this 
context, agreement on administration costs can 
be an issue and United Nations agencies may 
choose other administrators. With respect to 
procurement under GFATM, UNDP partners 
frequently include the United Nations Popula-
tion Fund and UNICEF.
In cases where coordination with other United 
Nations partners did not work well, interviewees 
lamented the lack of ongoing coordination 
and joint initiatives in relation to global funds. 
United Nations country team members expressed 
concerns that UNDP worked on issues that are 
not its specialization (e.g. land tenure or agricul-
ture) and did not consult or involve specialized 
agencies. For example, UNDP did not actively 
seek specialized agencies’ participation in project 
management boards or involve them in an 
advisory capacity. 
External stakeholders, including United Nations 
agencies, raised the issue of unfair competition 
from UNDP in relation to different global funds. 
UNDP staff agreed that there can be a sense 
of competition at the country and institutional 
levels. The lack of standardized procedures among 
United Nations agencies also causes problems and 
led to questions from national authorities on why 
61 As of April 2011.
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that is not weighted in the performance assess-
ment. Moreover, although each of the funds seeks 
to harmonize approaches across agencies in order 
to find comparable results, there remain differ-
ences between recipient organizations in terms 
of target setting and monitoring progress. This 
renders comparisons between agencies unreliable 
to some degree. 
Beyond internal rating systems that focus on 
implementing agency performance, there is ample 
evidence (based on comprehensive evaluations of 
GFATM and GEF) that work conducted by these 
global funds contributed to the achievement of 
development results. The ‘Five-Year Evaluation’ of 
the GFATM, which was completed in 2009, showed 
that GFATM contributed to results by having an 
effect on the disease burden in the countries in 
which it operates.64 Independent evidence suggests 
that MLF significantly contributed to the successful 
phase-out of CFCs worldwide, which not only 
benefited the ozone layer but also contributed 
considerably to climate-change mitigation.65 The 
‘Five-Year Evaluation’ concluded, “the GFATM 
had contributed to the rapid expansion of program-
ming addressing HIV/AIDS, [tuberculosis], and 
malaria and helped mobilize existing capacities in 
the most affected countries.” 
Similarly, the 2010 GEF ‘Fourth Overall Perform-
ance Study’ concluded, “GEF grants are relevant 
to national environmental and sustainable devel-
opment priorities as well as to international and 
regional processes.”66 Evidence supports the 
from each of the funds that illustrate satisfactory 
performance include:
 GEF’s fourth overall performance study 
(2004–2009) gives an outcome rating of 78 
percent for projects achieving moderately 
satisfactory or higher targets; UNDP is 
second place behind the World Bank and 
ahead of UNEP. GEF also gives a rating 
for agency performance in terms of overall 
quality of supervision provided;62 UNDP 
received the highest score of 92 percent.
 GFATM rates 92 percent of UNDP-managed 
grants as A or B1, which is higher than the 
average of 82 percent for all GFATM grants 
in all countries where the recipient agency is 
likely to be a national authority. 
 MLF’s average weighted assessment of 
implementing agency performance in the 
years 2006 to 2010 awards 80 out of 100 
points to UNDP; UNEP was awarded an 
average of 83 points, the United Nations 
Industrial Development Organization 92 
points and the World Bank 79 points.63 
The comparison with other recipients is not neces-
sarily informative. Ratings vary year to year and 
the results themselves, positive or not, cannot be 
solely attributed to UNDP. Because UNDP often 
operates within a complex network of sub-recip-
ients, various contextual factors affect perform-
ance reviews. UNDP often works in particularly 
difficult country contexts, as Principal Recipient 
of last resort under GFATM for example, a factor 
62 In the last GEF Evaluation Office periodic review (‘Fourth Overall Performance Study of the GEF’, GEF Evaluation 
Office, 2010) UNDP was singled out as providing excellent project support and adaptive management. Initial UNDP 
project documents may not be as strong and well-documented as those of other partners, but the organization does well 
in undertaking mid-course corrections so the projects end up meeting or exceeding expectations.
63 Ratings fluctuate from year to year. Performance indicators are set by each agency in the context of annual work plans, and 
often relate to specific portfolios and activities. Ratings of different agencies are thus not strictly comparable since they 
reflect different contexts and standards.
64 ‘The Five-Year Evaluation of the Global Fund to Fight AIDS, Tuberculosis, and Malaria, Synthesis of Study Areas 1, 2 
and 3’, March 2009.
65 E.g. Proceedings of the National Academy of Sciences of the United States of America, The Importance of the Montreal 
Protocol in Protecting Climate, http://www.pnas.org/content/104/12/4814.full?sid=568def22-0790-4b14-9758-
7b91c2fc9699; ICF Consulting Limited, External Evaluation of the Financial Mechanism of the Montreal Protocol, 
London, September 2004.
66 Fourth Overall Performance Study of the GEF, GEF Evaluation Office, 2010.
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in helping GFATM develop a policy on human 
rights-based approaches. 
In countries such as Iran, project manage-
ment and monitoring and evaluation perform-
ance indicators did not capture effectiveness in 
terms of capacity development. Moreover, the 
compound effects of using different funds may 
only be captured when there is a broader country 
office evaluation. 
Research at the country level echoes these 
findings on effectiveness. Not all funds give 
a composite rating of national programmes; 
GFATM and MLF give ratings by country, 
but GEF is implemented through a sequence 
of individual projects—an overall picture only 
emerges when and if the country office itself does 
a programme or outcome evaluation. There are 
certainly notable achievements under each of the 
funds. These include the award-winning methyl 
bromide work under MLF in Lebanon; dramatic 
notion that countries have used GEF funding to 
facilitate improved environmental policies and 
legislation and, as such, that GEF has contrib-
uted to solving global environmental problems. 
The ‘Performance Study’ further concludes that 
UNDP, as the manager of the Small Grants 
Programme, has been successful in addressing 
local populations’ livelihood needs, with specific 
focus on reaching the poor.67 By implication, 
given extensive UNDP involvement in the work 
of these global funds, it may be assumed that 
UNDP has made an important contribution to 
achieving these results.
Moreover, agencies added value in ways that were 
not part of the formal assessment process. UNDP 
was credited with driving forward an innovative 
follow-on programme on the phase-out of hydro-
chlorofluorocarbons after MLF initial objectives 
regarding chlorofluorocarbons had been achieved. 
Several interviewees commended UNDP support 
box 6. Tajikistan: making tangible inroads into the elimination of malaria
tajikistan’s malaria epidemic peaked in the mid-1990s, when up to 30,000 cases were being detected annually. the 
upsurge in the epidemic was largely due to the civil war and the interruption of malaria control measures. in 1999, 
however, the annual number of malaria cases fell to about 13,400 and continued to decrease drastically into the 
2000s, as malaria control measures were reintroduced. with the support of the unDP-GfatM partnership, these 
measures, which are considered to have contributed significantly to the success of the malaria control programme, 
included implementing a comprehensive training programme, strengthening institutional capacities, procuring 
necessary supplies, performing wide-scale vector-control activities and extending social mobilization measures. 
Malaria has now been virtually eliminated in tajikistan; only a few cases are registered annually. Key development 
results achieved through the GfatM programme of over a period of eight years include:
• considerable decrease of malaria incidence and elimination of the most severe strain of malaria (plasmodium 
falciparum) in tajikistan;
• shift in paradigm from control to elimination of malaria in tajikistan to make Millennium Development Goal 6 
achievable, with the formulation of a national programme for malaria elimination by 2015; and 
• 100 percent coverage of vulnerable households in malaria-prone districts with indoor residual spraying.
the GfatM malaria grant created a unique opportunity to scale up malaria control activities and consolidate 
achievements. at this stage, it is very important to continue implementation of antimalarial activities. the disease 
remains endemic in the south-western parts of the country. any relaxation of health services and weakening of 
pressure may undermine results achieved thus far. sustainability challenges include heavy reliance on external 
funding to maintain and scale up the programmes, poor health care infrastructure, lack of joint regional malaria 
control interventions with neighbouring countries, poor motivation of health workers and corresponding health 
care worker migration and weak multi-sectoral coordination.
67 Fourth Overall Performance Study of the GEF, Global Environment Facility Evaluation Office, Washington, 2010.
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External stakeholders suggested that global 
funds were well supported by UNDP’s three-tier 
structure—headquarters units, regional service 
centres and country programmes. The headquar-
ters units, which vary considerably in size from 
fund to fund, are housed in the Bureau for Devel-
opment Policy. There was reportedly cross-ferti-
lization between the units responsible for each of 
the funds, but there was no clear evidence of this. 
Some regional bureaux staff lamented the absence 
of an overall coordination function for UNDP 
work with global funds. For example, UNICEF 
has a position dealing with programme partner-
ships precisely to cover this dimension. 
Coordination between the headquarters, 
regional and country level worked well on the 
whole. UNDP offices engaged in implementing 
specific funds had opportunities to attend global 
workshops or receive peer support and welcomed 
these measures as good practices. Country offices 
mainly attended regional service centres, which 
exist to provide technical support and have little 
contact with headquarters. A number of country 
offices expressed satisfaction with the support 
received from the regional service centres. 
Overall, also taking into account the results of 
a range of GEF evaluations conducted across 
the world, strong support from regional service 
centres can be credited for UNDP successes in 
expanding its share of GEF projects. However, 
some country offices and national stakeholders 
suggested that there was insufficient help. This lack 
of support, particularly in GEF project preparation, 
occasionally (sometimes in the name of replicating 
successful project designs) led to ‘cookie-cutter’ 
projects unsuited to national contexts. Lack of 
support also led to insufficient communication and/
or knowledge about GEF requirements.
Stakeholders expressed concerns about delays 
caused by regional offices. UNDP staff, in one 
case, attributed part of the blame for failing to 
health impacts under GFATM, such as the virtual 
elimination of malaria in Tajikistan (see Box 6), 
and systemic changes to health care approaches 
to tuberculosis in Belarus, recognized as best 
practice leaders in their region. GEF funded well-
recognized, cutting-edge energy efficiency initia-
tives in a number of places, including Lebanon 
and Mauritius.
Some outcomes were not as positive. For example, 
projects that were delayed for years sometimes 
lead to funding being withheld. In one case, a 
project that eventually proved highly effective 
was marred by serious delays in the early years 
and put on probation—UNDP project manage-
ment and design was blamed for these problems. 
However, the donor fund was new and suffering 
from problems related to start up, and govern-
ment counterparts failed to meet their obliga-
tions. There were also rare cases of corruption 
infecting individual global fund programmes at 
the country level. For example, as manager of a 
significant volume of GFATM funds, UNDP 
came under close scrutiny when allegations 
of corruption were highlighted in the press in 
early 2011. UNDP responded by announcing its 
commitment to enhanced financial safeguards.68 
Project effectiveness was due to several factors, 
including comparative advantages, UNDP 
management systems, the calibre of its staff in 
country offices, regional service centres and head-
quarters and good support from external stake-
holders. Where problems occurred, they were 
likewise a combination of internal weaknesses 
and external constraints.
4.1.3 Global funD efficiency
Efficient support to global funds is provided 
through the three-tier structure of headquar-
ters units, regional service centres and country 
offices. In specific instances, the perform-
ance of regional service centres in underpin-
ning country offices’ work varies considerably. 
68 UNDP, ‘UNDP Joins Global Fund in Announcing Enhanced Financial Safeguards’, 4 February 2011, http://content.
undp.org/go/newsroom/2011/february/undp-joins-global-fund-in-announcing-enhanced-financial-safeguards.en.
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Responses at the field level were mixed. In some 
quarters, there was high praise for UNDP systems 
relative to the complicated country context in 
which it operated. There was acknowledgement 
that UNDP procedures were stringent but justifi-
ably and necessarily so given the local contexts; 
systems were perceived as probably no more 
stringent than other international agencies—and 
far less than national agencies. One case study 
reported that UNDP disbursements were fast as 
compared to other United Nations agencies. 
However, there were also a significant number 
of complaints about slow procurement processes; 
cumbersome and inconsistent accounting, 
planning and reporting procedures; and delayed 
disbursements. Further complaints focused on 
the inappropriate application of UNDP rules, for 
example, in remote areas unable to meet UNDP 
requirements or prioritizing cost over quality in 
procurement decisions. In some countries, sub-
recipients said they did not receive grants until 
the implementation period was nearly over, 
which meant that they did not have the money 
to pay contractors or that all activities had to be 
compressed into a shorter time-frame. 
Increased sharing of information on procedural 
rules was called for. In two countries where project 
management processes were closely examined, 
the evaluation team found various factors such 
as weaknesses in coordination between projects, 
follow-up, situation analysis, and technical quality 
impeded effectiveness. 
Some UNDP staff found the organization’s 
bureaucracy to impede fund operations (see Box 
7). Criticisms included too many restrictions 
on the use of cash and the slow and unwieldy 
UNDP Atlas system. Some country offices, 
such as Bolivia and Tajikistan, developed their 
own innovative tools for online procurement 
tracking, which are now being shared with other 
win a GEF grant due to unnecessary delays by 
the regional service centre. Elsewhere, a govern-
ment observer said that turning to the regional 
service centre for technical advice was a lengthy 
affair. Staff in one country office noted that 
support from the regional service centre on MLF 
was more frequent and forthcoming as compared 
to GEF and speculated this was due to regional 
staff being more overstretched by GEF demands. 
A recent UNDP evaluation underscored regional 
service centres’ limited capacities to meet increased 
country office demand for services.69 However, the 
evaluation also noted that overall country office 
satisfaction with regional service centre technical 
support was quite high and gave particular credit 
to GEF-funded expertise in this regard. 
The decentralized UNDP structure is seen as 
an advantage from the field level, as it enabled 
in-depth knowledge of context and independent 
action by country offices. However, headquarters 
staff said it was a challenge to ensure a harmo-
nized approach to specific global funds across 
country offices without line management or at 
least technical authority over field staff. It was 
also difficult to ensure all country and/or regional 
offices had the necessary specialist expertise.
The rigidity of UNDP procedures is both 
an asset and a concern for global funds and 
national governments. There is a high level 
of comfort that UNDP will manage donor 
resources as intended and in line with strict 
internal standards. However, procedures are 
often perceived as overly bureaucratic and 
prone to delays. Some staff at GFATM and 
GEF raised concerns about the rigidity of UNDP 
procedures. The same complaints were not raised 
by MLF, possibly because the UNEP-adminis-
tered fund is governed by similar procedures to 
UNDP. By contrast, GEF uses systems that are 
closer to World Bank modalities. 
69 UNDP Evaluation Office, Evaluation of UNDP Contribution at the Regional Level to Development and Corporate 
Results, December 2010.
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development banks. The application process 
was said to require inside knowledge of GEF 
intricacies rather than knowledge of environ-
mental issues—leading to the emergence of a 
small group of highly sought-after consultants 
known for writing successful proposals. Using 
English as the official language was an impedi-
ment for some francophone countries, particularly 
in completing project implementation reviews. A 
common complaint was that the GEF approval 
process is too long, affecting both the relevance 
of the projects and cost efficiency (e.g. through 
loss of co-financers, prices going up or currencies 
depreciating). 
There were some opposing views on these points. 
Some countries appreciated the detailed planning 
process, despite the time it takes, because it 
gives them better tools for implementation and 
follow-up. Also, GEF processes have reportedly 
been amended, which has eased the process. GEF 
flexibility and openness to adapting proposals at 
the inception stage was appreciated and helped 
offset the relevance problem, if not the cost. 
There was also praise for UNDP-GEF principal 
technical advisers. 
With regard to GFATM, there was frustration 
at the high turnover of Geneva staff and the 
lack of internal information sharing—the same 
issues are continually revisited each time a new 
UNDP offices. Some staff found ways of dealing 
with UNDP constraints by factoring in time for 
administrative delays. 
A clear positive on the administrative side 
was the very encouraging feedback regarding 
UNDP staff in country offices and regional 
service centres. Government representatives 
described UNDP as a model donor for its 
consultative and inclusive approach. There were 
some complaints about the human resources 
management system, and several government 
officials pointed to high staff turnover and 
time-consuming recruitment procedures. In 
response, headquarters noted challenges to 
retaining skilled staff in the face of unpredict-
able funding from global funds.
From the UNDP perspective, some inefficien-
cies at the day-to-day working level can be 
attributed to the global funds themselves. Such 
issues are part of the ongoing dialogue between 
organizations, with the aim of improving effi-
ciency on all sides. Interviewees at UNDP head-
quarters and country offices raised concerns about 
global fund inefficiencies (see Box 8). Issues related 
to GEF included: rules and regulations being 
complex and restrictive, the project cycle being 
too short for lasting outcomes and co-financing 
requirements that are regarded as putting UNDP 
at a disadvantage as compared to loan-offering 
box 7. Lebanon: UNDP administration: pluses and minuses
Government officials working with unDP in the context of its partnerships with Gef and Mlf considered 
administrative principles and procedures to have been explained to them well, and compared unDP bureaucracy 
favourably with national administrative processes. Most commended unDP on its financial transparency suggesting 
that unDP was correct, easy to deal with administratively and one of the most transparent donors in lebanon. 
however, some unDP staff questioned the appropriateness of corporate procurement process, since it did not 
always appear practical when applied to small-scale grass-roots implementation activities (including some Gef 
projects). for example, unDP recently changed its individual contracts modality from a recruitment process of 
short-term consultants to a procurement process where candidates were required to submit bids with financial 
offers. this may have implications even for grass-roots projects involving local builders constructing low-cost (a  
few hundred dollars) medical waste storage units, or involving farmers planting seeds under biodiversity projects.  
it is not feasible to expect written bids from possibly illiterate community members. while unDP headquarters  
did inform staff in country offices about changes to procurement rules, there is a sense that new rules were not 
properly piloted before being implemented. 
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box 8. Honduras: challenges for UNDP in operating under GFATM procedures
honduras was one of the first countries in which GfatM grants were issued, and as a result, the unDP country office 
faced many problems related to a new organization’s learning process. for example, during implementation, GfatM 
required that many adjustments and procedural changes be made, such as the use of different report formats. in 
addition, it was not initially clear how many persons could be contracted to support administrative tasks; as a result 
the unDP staff was overloaded with work. 
at the outset, the roles and functions of the different stakeholders (e.g. the Principal recipient, the government 
and the members of non-governmental organizations) was also not clear, which resulted in tensions and 
complaints. from the unDP point of view, it felt very much like an experimental process while GfatM refined its 
approach and procedures.
although it effectively became a learning experience for all involved, there were serious consequences in so far as 
the project was put on probation by GfatM, causing delays and tensions. the fact that this was a new experience 
was not properly communicated to different stakeholders, with the result that unDP was blamed for project 
implementation inefficiencies. eventually, however, the project became an important capacity-building experience 
for all parties—GfatM, unDP and national authorities. Procedural bottlenecks were addressed and solutions found, 
leading to the successful delivery of planned outputs. eventually, the Principal recipient function was handed over 
to the government.
While this incentive structure promotes efficient, 
competent, innovative and quality work, it can 
also lead to a sense among staff that the organiza-
tion is becoming donor-led and suffering a loss of 
status and direction.
Issues arising between UNDP and global funds 
appeared to be taken up to some extent. The estab-
lishment of a UNDP coordination unit working 
with GFATM in Geneva has helped to smooth 
relations. There is robust dialogue by UNDP 
headquarters with both GEF and GFATM, but 
UNDP has so far been in a defensive position on 
costs, transparency, national capacity develop-
ment and in safeguarding its position. There is 
scope for a more evidence-based and constructive 
dialogue with these global funds, some of which 
are relatively young as institutions, in order to 
help them streamline their processes. UNDP has 
its own administrative challenges, but there are 
areas where it can draw on its experience, particu-
larly in collaboration with other fund recipients 
in order to share knowledge and lessons learned 
and avoid repetition of past mistakes.
The overall monitoring and evaluation systems 
for global funds are found to work well and 
are often seen as more advanced than general 
UNDP requirements. There are challenges in 
person comes on board. There were doubts about 
the qualifications of some staff; for example, 
complaints that Local Fund Agents lacked basic 
accounting skills. These staffing issues may have 
been the cause of what is perceived as a lack of 
understanding of UNDP’s role and the contexts 
in which it works. Stakeholders also criticized 
complex requirements and what was seen as the 
trialling of new and inefficient procedures. The 
long negotiation process delayed disbursements 
to UNDP and consequently to sub-recipients. 
Criticisms also included the non-sharing of infor-
mation, such as GFATM capacity assessments 
of government structures. No issues were raised 
about MLF. Though it received less coverage in 
this evaluation, the system seems straightforward 
and well-understood. 
A general observation was that some of these 
issues reflected UNDP staff discomfort at the 
organization being treated as a contractor by the 
global funds rather than a partner on an equal 
footing. This highlights a new dynamic at play 
when UNDP works with non-core funders, 
including global funds like GEF, which allocate 
funding on a competitive basis. In such situations 
the ability to bring in funds is seen as a measure 
of staff performance, which incentivizes maxi-
mizing the UNDP market share of GEF grants. 
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Overall, the monitoring and evaluation systems of 
the global funds—particularly as they are related 
to projects—are more advanced than those used 
by UNDP. UNDP has adapted well and shown 
a willingness to improve and learn. Of all the 
vertical funds implemented by UNDP, GEF 
provides the most specific guidance and expecta-
tions concerning monitoring and evaluation. The 
GEF guidance also differs from UNDP general 
evaluation policy by requiring that a specific rating 
system be used for gauging project performance, 
sustainability and results. Otherwise, the evalua-
tion expectations between UNDP and GEF are 
in harmony as both follow United Nations Eval-
uation Group norms and standards. The UNDP 
Evaluation Office provides quality assurance on 
UNDP-GEF evaluations.
UNDP staff largely acknowledged the added value 
of global fund monitoring and evaluation proce-
dures to UNDP operations. The Namibia office, 
for example, said that GEF monitoring and eval-
uation had been useful beyond GEF projects—it 
had facilitated the UNDP broader results agenda 
and made the organization more conscientious 
about reporting and quality assurance. Other 
countries appreciated GFATM compliance indi-
cators. Independent evaluation reports of country 
programmes in Maldives and Malaysia noted the 
positive effects of global funds, concluding that 
the reporting and monitoring under those was 
better than under other UNDP projects.
While the monitoring and evaluation system 
worked well for the purposes of these funds, it was 
less clear whether the system sufficiently served 
UNDP and its own priorities (e.g. whether it 
captured unintended development effects). Staff 
noted that the UNDP system could have been 
more analytical and that it was too focused on 
process rather than outcomes or lessons learned. 
Project evaluations often identified problems in 
design, the absence of clear outcome indicators 
or poor baseline information and the lack of an 
monitoring and evaluating for broader devel-
opment results and in tracking human devel-
opment-related indicators. UNDP faces chal-
lenges in integrating global funds’ monitoring and 
evaluation requirements within its own systems. 
UNDP evaluation policy does not set any specific 
requirements for project evaluation, unless so 
mandated by the funder. Instead, UNDP focuses 
its analyses at the level of programmes. The MLF, 
likewise, focuses on thematic and programme-
level evaluations. GEF and GFATM are distin-
guished in that they establish broad requirements 
for evaluating projects and reporting results.
Global Funds’ project results are not fully inte-
grated into the evaluation planning at the 
country or bureau levels. Many of the evalua-
tions done on GEF, MLF and GFATM projects 
are not included in evaluation plans and do not 
get posted to the UNDP Evaluation Resource 
Centre.70 Moreover, the evaluation plans that do 
include these projects are not regularly updated 
and so cannot be used as an accurate gauge of the 
status of evaluations conducted by programme 
units. There is also work that needs to be done to 
ensure greater rigor in the completion and follow 
up on management responses to project-level 
evaluations. GEF has highlighted the need for its 
implementing agencies to pay greater attention to 
knowledge management; an additional important 
aspect is the requirement to ensure recipient 
country involvement.
All funds have rigorous monitoring and verifica-
tion processes that track results using multiple 
levels of quality assurance—project advisory 
committees, project performance reports, external 
audits and midterm- and final evaluations. 
Longer-term impacts are not necessarily tracked. 
However, the establishment of across the board 
requirements for evaluating projects and reporting 
results provides opportunities to track the use and 
results from these global fund-supported projects.
70 For example, in late 2011, based on UNDP Evaluation Office data, just over 50 percent of GEF project terminal evalua-
tions had been posted in the Evaluation Resource Centre.
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UNDP considers its cost structure to be reason-
able and agreed to in partnership documents. 
Overhead charges range from 7 to 12 percent 
depending on the scope of agreed support and 
technical services UNDP is expected to provide. 
A Joint Inspection Unit report suggests that 
UNDP overhead charges are actually lower than 
those of its main United Nations partners.71 On 
average, United Nations agencies charge lower 
overheads than other implementers, including 
international non-governmental organizations. 
Critics, however, suggest that recipient govern-
ments do not collect any overhead at all and that 
local civil society organizations receive a lesser 
percentage under certain funds.72 
UNDP staff claimed it was more costly and 
demanding to implement global fund projects 
and suggested that the organization was actually 
subsidizing the global funds by working with 
them. Staff also noted that senior management 
time at country, regional and headquarters levels 
was not properly accounted for in determining 
UNDP’s contributions. However, to date no 
study has been carried out to ascertain the real 
costs of supporting the partnership and how that 
compares with the overhead resources generated. 
Costs were apportioned between country, regional 
and headquarters offices according to standard 
formulas. Some field staff suggested that UNDP 
could have increased its competitiveness by being 
more flexible regarding overheads; headquarters saw 
this as unworkable and advised against a race to the 
bottom in terms of pricing. There were some aspects 
that would have benefited from further UNDP 
attention, such as ensuring that the differences in 
administrative fees charged to global funds has a 
rational basis, enabling cost redistribution between 
country offices based on the amount of work 
required to implement projects, or better explaining 
its cost structure to external stakeholders. 
adequately funded and robust monitoring system 
to track changes. A related constraint was that 
monitoring such initiatives, particularly at the 
outcome level, also depended on government 
capabilities. Though government capabilities 
were occasionally strong in stable middle income 
countries, they were typically weak in most devel-
oping countries in tracking, for example, national 
progress indicators on environmental or health 
issues. Moreover, there were pressures, particu-
larly in developing countries, to spend available 
funds on tangible actions and measures rather 
than on passive, reflective work such as moni-
toring and evaluation.
While UNDP overheads are agreed upon in 
the context of partnership documents, global 
funds’ staff often do not consider the level of 
UNDP charges to be justified. The rationale 
for overhead charges is not communicated 
adequately which has, at times, soured relations. 
UNDP cost recovery policies have been an issue 
for global funds: GEF and GFATM have ques-
tioned the level of overheads (MLF appears to 
have a more standardized cost structure and is 
able to work out mutually agreeable budgets). 
Some global fund staff perceived UNDP charges 
as excessive—sometimes due to misinformation 
about how much UNDP retained after paying 
suppliers, or a lack of appreciation of the risks 
involved in medical procurement. However, other 
global fund staff perceived costs as reasonable. 
Though not a significant issue at the country level, 
some national partners commented that overheads 
were too high. For the most part, governments saw 
value for money in the fees charged by UNDP, and 
took the pragmatic view that these were reasonable 
and necessary costs of outsourced services. There 
were concerns about supply chain costs if multiple 
United Nations sub-recipients were involved, with 
each collecting their own fees. However, these 
concerns are often offset by the specialist experi-
ence accompanying their involvement. 
71 Joint Inspection Unit, Policies and Procedures for the Administration of Trust Funds in the United Nations System 
Organizations, JIU/REP/2010/7, Geneva, 2010, Annex 3. All organizations grant waivers in specified circumstances.
72 GEF, Fourth Overall Performance Study of the GEF, GEF Evaluation Office, 2010, p. 169.
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come with at least equal, if not, higher expecta-
tions in terms of transparency and accountability 
as compared to core funds, highlighting the need 
for UNDP to adapt to this changing context.
While GEF had similar concerns to GFATM, 
MLF did not share concerns over transparency, 
partly because it took a results-based approach 
and used standardized costs. Moreover, as a 
system administered under UNEP structures, 
there was more commonality with UNDP. 
By comparison, there were relatively few 
complaints about UNDP’s lack of transparency at 
the country level, although the issue was raised in 
the context of three GFATM partnerships where 
the role of Principal Recipient was contested. 
More commonly, UNDP systems were praised 
for their transparency and clarity relative to those 
of national authorities or other donors. UNDP 
managers responsible for these funds took the 
view that the organization should become more 
transparent, provided that increased access did 
not become intrusive, burdensome or undermine 
UNDP operations and its competitive position. 
An aspect that was evident at both global and 
national levels was that UNDP seemed poor at 
communicating what it stood for and what it did, 
leading to considerable misunderstanding and 
distrust among stakeholders. 
Many factors beyond UNDP control adversely 
affect efficiency. In assessing UNDP perform-
ance in working with global funds, the challenge 
of working in difficult contexts is, at times, not 
fully recognized. Many factors beyond UNDP 
control hindered project implementation. These 
included political instability and fragmentation, 
insecurity and conflict, weak national administra-
tion and management capacities, weak in-country 
human resource capacity, lack of internal 
UNDP and global funds, in particular GEF 
and GFATM have different views on financial 
transparency. This apparent incompatibility of 
accountability systems has led to some tensions, 
although a recent decision by the UNDP 
Executive Board aims to resolve differences. 
Overhead costs were connected to complaints 
from global funds about UNDP’s lack of transpar-
ency and financial openness. The matter came to a 
fore with GFATM when UNDP resisted calls to 
open its books by citing the United Nations single 
audit principle. While UNDP was perceived to 
have taken an overly legalistic approach, UNDP 
was adamant that it is a sovereign organization 
with its own governance structure and accounta-
bility and oversight systems, and that the demands 
placed on it are too invasive. Some UNDP country 
offices tried to resolve the situation by informally 
sharing information with local fund agents, but 
headquarters stopped this practice. 
The relationships between country offices and 
local fund agents have been further clarified in 
the context of recent agreements between UNDP 
and GFATM.73 The dispute over transparency has 
undermined relations between the two agencies, 
with each side complaining about the conduct 
and approach of the other. Efforts to resolve 
these disagreements were taking place during the 
evaluation period. A June 2011 UNDP Executive 
Board decision74 to share audit reports with some 
global funds increased transparency—although 
respondents interviewed expressed doubts that 
this would resolve the situation. Since then, 
further high-level meetings and discussions have 
resulted in the December 2011 signing of two 
important agreements: a protocol for the disclo-
sure of internal audit reports by UNDP, and an 
agreement between both organizations on coop-
eration in investigations. The lesson from this 
experience is that non-core funding will likely 
73 GFATM, Turning the Page from Emergency to Sustainability: The Final Report of the High-Level Independent Review 
Panel on Fiduciary Controls and Oversight Mechanisms of the Global Fund to Fight AIDS, Tuberculosis and Malaria, 
19 September 2011.
74 See Executive Board, ‘Responding to the emerging demand for greater information disclosure of internal audit reports’, 
Decision 2011/23, as contained in Executive Board of UNDP and the United Nations Population Fund, ‘Decisions 
adopted by the Executive Board at its annual session 2011 (6 to 17 June 2011)’, DP/2011/32, New York, 22 June 2011.
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of institutional structures in Albania and the devel-
opment of new laws and policies in Mongolia. 
Project impacts seem likely to be sustainable, 
although there was little evidence to support 
this point. Impact indicators were not always 
included in projects. Moreover, the sustainability 
of impacts varied with the fund, the project and 
the targets set. For example, MLF has finite 
conclusive impacts in terms of reduced damage to 
the ozone layer, whereas GEF projects are highly 
varied with more indeterminate impacts. 
Sustainability rests on a variety of factors. 
Capacity development is central to continuation, 
but has not always been strong. National stake-
holders expressed praise for positive efforts in this 
regard. For example, in Belarus UNDP built the 
capacities of both government and civil society 
through a series of trainings, guidelines, policy 
and legislative changes, which helped bring about 
dramatic changes in tuberculosis treatment.
Placing technical advisers within government 
departments (as opposed to within the UNDP 
management unit) appeared to make a differ-
ence to capacity development initiatives’ success. 
Moreover, middle-income countries such as 
Iran, with a relatively high level of capacity and 
resources, seemed to respond particularly well 
to capacity development and were able to apply 
lessons more easily to upscale activities. 
Project design affected sustainability and appeared 
well-considered in some countries. For example, 
in one country, investments made to train doctors 
and nurses using GFATM funding were unsus-
tainable as they were not integrated into the 
public health care system (including in terms of 
salary scales) and remained unemployed after the 
project ended (see Box 9). Government interest 
is always critical. Even where this exists, funding 
is necessary, for example, to pay civil servants to 
continue the work done by UNDP or to purchase 
medication to continue health services.
The sustainability of UNDP sectoral 
programmes is sometimes at risk where country 
coordination within government, lack of govern-
ment will or ambivalence over certain policy areas, 
natural disasters and governance and corruption 
issues. Despite external challenges, the ability 
to use a direct execution modality (rather than a 
national execution modality), has enabled UNDP 
to ride out problems. For example a coup d’état 
in Honduras forced some other donor projects to 
close, but UNDP maintained its presence. 
Country contexts with no extraneous impedi-
ments tended to be stable middle-income 
countries. External stakeholders acknowledged 
that UNDP works in difficult contexts where no 
other organizations are available, for example, as 
Principal Recipient of last resort under GFATM. 
However, given the nature of some criticisms of 
UNDP, critics did not sufficiently understand the 
depth of these challenges, nor were they suffi-
ciently communicated by UNDP. 
4.1.4 Global funD sustainability
The sustainability of initiatives supported by 
UNDP-global fund partnerships and the results 
of those initiatives has varied. Sustainability 
depends on the continued availability of funding 
and the motivation and capacity of national 
counterparts to carry initiatives forward. 
There were positive examples of sustainability, 
but also limitations. Success stories included the 
use of GEF funding to set up a sustainable land 
management initiative in Namibia and an energy 
efficiency programme in Lebanon—both now 
hosted by government departments and funded 
by independent mechanisms. In Iran, successful 
initiatives piloted under both GEF (relating, for 
example, to the involvement of local communi-
ties in biodiversity conservation) and GFATM 
(relating, for example, to the provision of support 
to vulnerable groups) are now being implemented 
with government resources in many additional 
locations. Feedback from the Resident Represent-
atives’ survey suggested a high level of confidence 
in the sustainability of results achieved under these 
partnerships, with examples of lasting impacts on 
human resource capacity in Barbados, the creation 
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have been useful but were rarely, if ever, carried 
out. Awareness of an unhealthy dependence on 
particular funding sources gradually seems to grow 
with time. There were many calls from the field 
for more information-sharing and guidance from 
headquarters on sources of funding. However, in 
most middle-income countries there were few 
other sources of funding. 
Partnership between UNDP and global funds is 
susceptible to a variety of factors. The sustain-
ability of such partnership is not a given in a 
dynamic global development context in which 
the priorities of established players are evolving 
and new actors are emerging. Sustainability of 
partnerships often depends on factors outside of 
UNDP control. The funds have their own raison 
d’être and internal drivers. For example, the GEF 
Secretariat had been seeking a more expanded 
implementation role that would have impacted 
on UNDP and other implementing agencies had 
it gone through. It is assumed that as GEF opens 
up to more implementing organizations, the 
UNDP role will diminish. 
The choice of UNDP as Principal Recipient of last 
resort under GFATM usually depends on local 
needs, capacities and viewpoints. MLF is a more 
predictable source than other funds as no changes 
to implementation arrangements are envisaged. 
Under all funds, much rests on relations with 
offices are heavily dependent on particular 
sources of funding for the continuation of their 
programmes. Alternative funding sources are 
often not actively sought or available at the 
country level. Heavy dependency on particular 
sources of funding is a concern. This is particu-
larly the case with GEF, which is often intrinsic to 
the delivery of country office energy and environ-
ment portfolios. The evaluation team frequently 
encountered uncertainty and anxiety among staff 
on this point. Country offices were aware of the 
need to diversify, but few have successfully done 
so. UNDP Lebanon managed to reduce the 
reliance of its environment programme on GEF 
funding from 50 percent five years ago to 11 
percent as of 2011. 
Other global funds do not engender depend-
ency in the same way; MLF has a very specific 
purpose that can only be serviced through that 
one particular funding source and does not affect 
the range of UNDP environmental work. The 
whole premise of the partnership with GFATM 
is on an as-needed basis. 
Reliance on global funds is not necessarily a 
problem, provided that offices are set up to cope 
with funding fluctuations, for example with 
programme implementation units set up as an 
adjunct to the core business of the office. Risk 
assessments at the outset of a partnership would 
box 9. Honduras: failing to pay sufficient attention to sustainable capacity development
in the context of the unDP-GfatM partnership, unDP was acting as Principal recipient in honduras. the project 
focused on training doctors and nurses to identify and treat hiv patients. however, the sustainability of this capacity 
development activity was not adequately considered in project planning and implementation. when the project 
was ready for handover, arrangements for the employment of medical staff that had been trained under the project 
were not in place. Government authorities were not in a position to take on the trained staff, as their salaries were 
considered too high compared to average national rates. the government’s subsequent recruitment process 
resulted in the selection of only four of the twelve doctors trained under the project. Moreover, some professionals’ 
working hours were reduced, affecting the overall delivery of the unit, and some nursing staff who had been trained 
under the GfatM project were transferred to other non-related technical areas. 
a similar situation transpired in the context of the malaria programme under which many community volunteers 
were trained to conduct quick diagnoses and treatment of infected patients in isolated areas. although the 
volunteers did not receive a salary during project implementation, they did receive some financial compensation 
that stopped when the project came to a close, leading to their departure. Paying greater attention to handover 
mechanisms and project-specific exit strategies would have significantly strengthened these projects’ sustainability.
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case studies of the Gates Foundation, Soros Foun-
dation and Al Maktoum Foundation partnerships 
in eight countries and two regions developed 
through field visits or phone interviews; detailed 
notes from many global level interviews; review 
of background documents including a meta-anal-
ysis of UNDP Evaluation Office Assessment of 
Development Results; and a survey of Resident 
Representatives. In addition, some findings are 
based on interviews with United Arab Emirates-
based stakeholders of a number of philanthropic 
foundations, including the Zayed Bin Sultan Al 
Nahyan Charitable and Humanitarian Founda-
tion (Zayed Foundation), and the Khalifa Bin 
Zayed Al Nahyan Foundation (Khalifa Founda-
tion) with which UNDP has engaged in the past.
4.2.1 PhilanthroPic  
founDation relevance
In general, initiatives supported through part-
nership between UNDP and philanthropic 
foundations fit well with national and regional 
priorities. On some occasions, the alignment 
of such initiatives with UNDP principles and 
programmatic objectives is somewhat tenuous. 
UNDP partnership with philanthropic foun-
dations has focused on issues that have been 
relevant to programme country governments, 
philanthropic foundations and UNDP. The 
national authorities that are increasingly partici-
pating in decisions regarding which agencies to 
work with. Moreover, recipient countries them-
selves may outgrow eligibility criteria. The grad-
uation to middle-income country status means 
that some countries (e.g. the Maldives) will find 
it harder to acquire GFATM funds. In European 
Union accession countries, UNDP’s role changes 
as they cease to be recipient countries.
Overall, the quality of partnership between 
UNDP and global funds was subject to vicissitudes 
in international development cooperation. Its 
position has at times seemed precarious as donor 
funds and implementing agencies manoeuvred 
for position, and relations have become fraught 
as UNDP tried to find ways of adjusting to other 
organizations that are equally large and complex. 
In the context of such a fluid donor landscape, 
the sustainability of UNDP partnership with 
global funds cannot be taken for granted. There 
is a significant risk that UNDP will not be able 
to enjoy similar funding levels from global funds 
unless it can be agile and adaptable in the face of 
changing requirements (see Boxes 10 and 11).
4.2 PhilanthroPic founDations
The findings on philanthropic foundations are 
drawn from an analysis of the following sources: 
box 10.  Iran: ensuring the sustainability of results and partnership
there were strong indications that many of the results achieved through the unDP-Gef partnership can be 
sustained. where unDP-Gef projects have yielded interesting models, the government has demonstrated a 
pronounced willingness to build on lessons learned and to apply approaches to other sites across the country. 
based on the wetlands project, a national system of wetlands management is now under development. this 
management system will be adaptable to the context of other ecosystems. based on the carbon sequestration 
project, the government has developed an integrated approach to sustainable rural development that has been 
included in iran’s fifth five-year Plan. the asiatic cheetah initiative, piloted through a unDP-Gef project, is also 
being taken forward by the government. finally, a significant number of spin-offs, including the replication of 
models, have resulted from initiatives piloted through the Gef small Grants Programme.
the unDP-Gef partnership is of critical importance to the Government of iran, providing opportunities to not only 
obtain external financial contributions—which, by iranian standards, are relatively modest—but, more importantly, 
to gain exposure to international practices and gain access to international expertise. as long as unDP can deliver 
on this expectation, the sustainability of the partnership with Gef can be considered relatively high. however, given 
significant challenges in the day-to-day implementation of Gef co-funded projects, the government is actively looking 
for other partners—a diversification that would also mesh with Gef corporate efforts to reduce its reliance on unDP.
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box 12. Burkina Faso, Mali and Senegal: harnessing partners to scale up multifunctional platforms
as part of their national poverty reduction strategies, multifunctional platforms—based on a model pioneered 
in india—have been introduced in five west african countries over the past two decades, with close unDP 
involvement in burkina faso, Mali and senegal. Multifunctional platforms provide poor communities (women 
in particular), with basic time and labour-saving technology that is typically run by a small diesel engine. the 
multifunctional platforms can also be used for a range of income-generating initiatives. unDP support to the 
multifunctional platform initiative began in senegal in 1995, in burkina faso in 2000 and in senegal in 2002. 
over the years, contributions were received from bilateral donors, such as Denmark, luxemburg, norway and 
switzerland, multilateral donors such as the african Development bank and islamic Development bank, and 
philanthropic foundations such as the shell foundation and the Gates foundation. linkages with the european 
union and the economic community of western african states have also been fostered. 
activities have focused on establishing an increasing number of units across the countries, and providing 
accompanying capacity development support on a range of issues relating to activities, such as entrepreneurship 
development, agro-food processing and community organization. though evidence relating to the effectiveness, 
efficiency and sustainability of the multifunctional platform initiative is mixed (calling into question a range of 
implementation and partnership modalities), its relevance to the national priorities of programme countries and to 
the programmatic priorities of unDP and many of its partners, including the Gates foundation, is very clear.
Other initiatives supported through partnership 
with philanthropic foundations also addressed 
important development concerns. In Burkina 
Faso, Mali and Senegal, the multifunctional 
platform initiative is a prime example of an initia-
tive aimed at reducing poverty and addressing a 
wide range of human development concerns. The 
two regional-level research initiatives, relating 
to food security in Africa (Gates Foundation) 
and knowledge codification, management and 
constraints in the Arab region (Al Maktoum), 
are relevant to UNDP in programmatic terms, 
particularly in light of the ongoing famine in 
Africa and the Arab Spring.
box 11.  Burkina Faso: demonstrating relevance in a changing environment
unDP-Gef projects have yielded demonstrable results in burkina faso, including improved capacity of the 
Permanent secretariat of the national council for environment and sustainable Development, as well as in 
a number of biodiversity protection and climate change initiatives with strong community development 
components. these positive results were tempered by some efficiency concerns. unDP is using a direct 
execution modality in burkina faso, including a dedicated management unit for Gef projects. some government 
counterparts considered this to be expensive compared to using other potential partners that can rely more 
readily on existing government administrative capacities. some national counterparts have also indicated they are 
unhappy with unDP reporting requirements through atlas, procurement delays, cumbersome procedures, high 
turnover of unDP staff and weak country office capacity. the government is interested in identifying alternative 
implementing agencies, including other united nations agencies.
the country office is aware that it is working in a more competitive atmosphere now that the Gef partnering 
agencies have expanded. this increased pressure is cited as a factor that contributes towards significant 
improvements in unDP support over the past year, as reported by other national counterparts, who also 
highlighted their appreciation of unDP’s role in facilitating access to Gef support, and in implementing Gef-
funded initiatives. 
Gef, in the context of global-level policy changes, will be moving in the future to allow accrediting of new 
nationally based project agencies in some countries. there is keen interest in burkina faso to utilize this option 
when available. unDP’s continued position as a preferred Gef implementing agency in burkina faso will depend 
on a range of factors, including its ability to demonstrate its comparative advantage in delivering quality products 
and services in a timely manner. 
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foundations has been relatively limited, with many 
projects typically being quite small in scope, as 
has the substantive contribution to the achieve-
ment of their respective programme objectives. 
In some cases, partnership has developed in very 
particular national situations where the choice of 
partners, from the perspective of the philanthropic 
foundations, was restricted. In Liberia, UNDP 
was requested to play a very narrow supporting 
role following direct personal contacts between 
the country’s President and George Soros. In 
Bulgaria, following an extensive search for alter-
native partners, the Gates Foundation turned to 
UNDP as the partner of last resort. In Ethiopia, 
UNDP recruitment capability and the possibility 
to channel funding through a multi-partner trust 
fund played a major role in reaching a partnership 
agreement with the Gates Foundation.
Personal contacts and outreach by regional bureaux 
have led to partnership around research projects, 
such as the work on food security in Africa (Gates 
Foundation) and the Arab Knowledge Report (Al 
Maktoum Foundation). In both cases, the phil-
anthropic foundations acknowledged UNDP’s 
value added in publishing high-profile reports, in 
particular the global and regional Human Devel-
opment Reports, and appreciated their association 
with UNDP at that level. For the multifunctional 
platform initiative in West Africa, the Regional 
Bureau for Africa succeeded in securing the 
interest and commitment of the Gates Foundation 
through an international competition for devel-
opment project proposals. However, while both 
parties considered the initiative to be extremely 
relevant, neither was completely convinced—given 
challenges in the relationship—of the relevance 
of the UNDP-Gates Foundation partnership in 
taking the initiative forward. Although UNDP 
would welcome continued support by the phil-
anthropic foundation, both parties are pursuing 
alternative options.
Over the past decade, sporadic high-level contacts 
have taken place between UNDP and the three 
philanthropic foundations. For a period, there 
were closer contacts between UNDP and the 
initiative received strong support by programme 
country governments (which have moved to 
upscale the programme), and significant backing 
by the Gates Foundation on a subregional basis 
(see Box 12). 
Similarly, the portfolio of democratic govern-
ance-related projects in Moldova, implemented 
with UNDP and Soros Foundation assistance, 
built on all parties’ shared values and program-
matic priorities; it was closely aligned with the 
reformist agenda of the government. In Bulgaria, 
the interests of the government and the Gates 
Foundation and, to a lesser extent, UNDP, are 
brought under one umbrella in the context of 
an initiative aimed at addressing human devel-
opment concerns by providing online access 
(through 960 libraries) to national and global 
knowledge resources.
A number of projects, conducted in partner-
ship with philanthropic foundations, appear to 
have taken UNDP to the fringes of its program-
matic relevance (though the projects were of high 
relevance to programme countries and philan-
thropic foundations). For example, projects in 
which UNDP recruited political appointees on 
behalf of a government (Liberia/Soros Founda-
tion), or constructed a knowledge management 
system around the availability of free software 
(Bulgaria/Gates Foundation), could be construed 
as undercutting UNDP operational principles. 
Moreover, a newly-approved project in Ethiopia, 
supported by the Gates Foundation, takes UNDP 
back into agricultural terrain, an area not covered 
by the UNDP programme framework.
Partnership between UNDP and philanthropic 
foundations has been of limited strategic 
importance to all parties involved. Partnerships 
have tended to be opportunistic and focused 
on particular national and regional develop-
ment challenges. UNDP engagement with 
philanthropic foundations over the past decade 
has evolved in the context of country-specific 
circumstances, personal contacts and occasional 
initiatives on both sides to reach out. The overall 
financial importance to either UNDP or the 
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box 13. United Arab Emirates: dropping the ball for want of a clear approach
unDP has entered into partnerships with a number of philanthropic foundations based in the united arab emirates. 
for example, the regional bureau for arab states has worked with the al Makhtoum foundation on the arab 
Knowledge report, and several unDP country offices in africa and asia have received funding through the Zayed 
and Khalifa foundations. while the partnerships were, to differing degrees, initiated with the support of the bureau 
for external relations and advocacy, the regional bureau for arab states and the unDP united arab emirates 
country office, follow-up by these units has been inconsistent and sporadic. Daily partnership arrangements were 
left to project staff, either in the regional bureau or the implementing country offices. all foundations lamented 
the apparent lack of senior unDP-level commitment, and the Zayed and Khalifa foundations, in particular, were 
disappointed by the lack of substantive engagement with unDP after financial commitments had been made.
the absence of high-level unDP staff during the launch of the ‘arab Knowledge report’ was interpreted as unDP 
management disinterest. similarly, the lack of sustained involvement by the unDP united arab emirates country 
office, which is—by virtue of its presence in the country—viewed as the face of unDP corporate interests, was met 
with puzzlement. the unDP position, that the country office had no mandate or resources to follow up on, let alone 
foster, corporate-level partnership arrangements, may be factually correct; however, from a corporate perspective, 
this narrow use of the country office presence clearly constituted a missed opportunity. united arab emirates 
philanthropic foundations are left with the impression that unDP has partnered with them primarily to obtain cash 
for various ad hoc initiatives, and—particularly in the case of the Zayed and Khalifa foundations—unDP was not 
generally considered to have delivered very well. 
this lack of engagement tarnished unDP’s reputation as a relevant and effective partner of united arab emirates 
philanthropic foundations. Given the investments that other united nations organizations have made in fostering 
substantive partnerships with united arab emirates philanthropic foundations, there is clearly significant potential 
for engagement. however, this will only be possible if unDP not only signals, but also delivers, high-level and 
sustained commitment.
and country offices—weakened UNDP’s ability 
to develop coherent and committed corporate-
level partnership. The Al Maktoum Foundation 
suggested that, as the “guardian of [the Millen-
nium Development Goals],” UNDP enjoyed a 
good reputation, which could conceivably have 
been leveraged through partnership with the 
foundation with a view to mobilizing develop-
mental support for programme countries.
Overall, UNDP has not demonstrated a signifi-
cant commitment to fostering strategic partner-
ship with the philanthropic foundations included 
in this evaluation. Interviews with UNDP staff at 
all levels suggested that misgivings about coop-
eration with philanthropic foundations related to 
whether priorities and approaches can be recon-
ciled and whether the potential financial resources 
available through partnership are worth the effort 
of securing them (given the differences in priori-
ties and approaches). 
Discussions with stakeholders of United Arab 
Emirates-based foundations demonstrate that 
Soros Foundation aimed at developing a more 
strategic relationship focused on post-conflict 
and/or reform-oriented programme countries. 
The Soros Foundation and UNDP’s common 
commitment to human rights and democratic 
governance promised to provide opportunities for 
closer collaboration. However, considerable differ-
ences in work cultures and expectations meant 
that closer institutionalized cooperation gradually 
evolved into an ad hoc approach to partnership.
Based on interviews with philanthropic founda-
tion managers, UNDP appears to have missed 
opportunities for closer, strategic-level coop-
eration. In all three foundations considered, the 
managers highlighted the importance of sustained 
engagement at the highest level, focusing on the 
achievement of development results rather than 
fundraising. The Gates Foundation made it clear 
that, under current circumstances and based 
on recent experiences, there was relatively little 
interest in a strategic-level relationship. The Soros 
Foundation suggested that lack of coordination 
amongst UNDP bureaux—and between bureaux 
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governments’ budgetary commitments. At this 
stage, the multifunctional platform programmes 
in all three West African countries are on track and 
ready to be scaled up. However, the programme’s 
pace and performance level differ from country 
to country.
In Liberia, the UNDP-Soros Foundation partner-
ship has contributed to the recruitment of high-
level government officials from the diaspora, with 
some stakeholders claiming credit for “reversing 
the brain drain.” This has clearly had a positive 
impact on the government’s ability to design and 
implement policies and programmes and to effi-
ciently run the day-to-day business of ministries 
and institutions. However, in the absence of indi-
cators, there was little evidence that the officials’ 
involvement has supported the sustainable devel-
opment of the ministries’ capacities. Moreover, 
UNDP involvement in the political recruitment 
process of a government has incited criticisms 
and potentially weakened its role as a neutral 
development partner.
In other partnerships between UNDP and phil-
anthropic foundations, there were indications 
that contributions to some outcomes had been 
unlike other United Nations organizations (such 
as UNICEF, the Office for the Coordination of 
Humanitarian Affairs, the Office of the United 
Nations High Commissioner for Refugees and 
the United Nations Office on Drugs and Crime), 
UNDP has not made concerted efforts to pursue 
partnership opportunities with foundations (see 
Box 13). However, UNDP has recently embarked 
on the formulation of a partnership strategy for 
philanthropic foundations, which may change the 
UNDP approach.
4.2.2 PhilanthroPic  
founDation effectiveness
In most cases, it is difficult to associate part-
nership between UNDP and philanthropic 
foundations with demonstrable and positive 
developmental change. In several instances, 
it is possible to report on the achievement of 
some development results. The multifunctional 
platform initiative in West Africa stands out as 
having made an important difference in the lives 
of many primary stakeholders, predominantly 
women. The involvement of the Gates Foun-
dation in this long-standing initiative helped 
broaden its reach and contributed to mobilizing 
box 14. Moldova: increased cooperation opportunities in support of a promising reformist 
democratic governance agenda
unDP and the soros foundations worked together in Moldova prior to 2009, particularly on a number of local 
governance initiatives; this cooperation intensified after the change in government. since the new reformist 
government came to power in 2009, unDP and the soros foundation have shared concerns about human rights, 
local governance and rule of law. this has translated into a series of co-funded projects. though it is too early 
to ascertain the contribution of the unDP-soros foundation partnership to development outcomes, there are 
indications that a number of initiatives are yielding results. 
for example, support provided to the government helped formulate a new decentralization strategy that integrates 
a gender perspective and a human rights-based approach. important achievements were visible at chisinau 
municipality in terms of transparency of operations, an e-governance project that supports increased administrative 
efficiency and transparency, and a project to attract local talent to work in the public sector has had some success. 
however, there were concerns about sustainability and capacity substitution. overall, improved capacities have yet 
to be translated into tangible improvements in public services either at the central or the local government level. an 
important insight from the unDP-soros foundation partnership is that both agencies’ flexible approach has made 
close cooperation easier. 
changes in the soros foundation’s priorities at the global level have impacted projects on the ground: the local 
Government initiative—through which the soros foundation supported decentralization reform in Moldova—has 
now been closed. 
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overall efficiency. Most partnerships between 
UNDP and philanthropic foundations experi-
enced bureaucratic challenges, including delays in 
reporting, funds allocation, procurement, recruit-
ment and processing by regional service centres. 
These were due to different factors related 
varyingly to UNDP, the respective philanthropic 
foundation or governments. Delays in procure-
ment were particularly notable in one partnership, 
resulting in the scaling down of expectations and 
raising questions about the adequacy of planning 
and UNDP’s capacity to deliver—although 
in-country political circumstances contributed to 
these delays (see Box 15). Delays in recruitment 
also had a negative effect on the relationship 
between UNDP and the foundation, and affected 
project development (multifunctional platforms-
Gates Foundation). However, such issues are not 
inevitable, and some projects were implemented 
with relatively few problems (Moldova-Soros 
Foundation).
With respect to the Gates Foundation’s involve-
ment in the multifunctional platform initiative, 
UNDP’s administrative arrangements covering 
the Regional Bureau, the regional service centre 
in Dakar and three country offices have not 
worked well. UNDP’s multi-layered decision-
making process has resulted in, at times, tense 
achieved, for example, in integrating a human 
rights-based approach into the strategy on decen-
tralization, in strengthening civil society organ-
ization-related legislation or in attracting local 
talent into government positions (see Box 14). 
In this context, while project outputs have been 
delivered, ascertaining the contribution to devel-
opmental change was not possible or would have 
been premature. 
Similarly, it is too early to assess the effectiveness 
of the Arab Knowledge Report project. There 
were some indications that the first report stimu-
lated discussion among policy makers in the Arab 
region. The contributions of future reports may 
be ascertained more easily as the project now 
places more emphasis on knowledge dissemina-
tion, capacity development and advocacy, as well 
as on tracking the use of the knowledge products 
by readers. 
4.2.3 PhilanthroPic  
founDation efficiency
Working relationships with philanthropic 
foundations are generally good, contributing 
to the delivery of planned outputs. A range of 
issues related to administrative arrangements 
and adequate country office capacity reduce 
box 15. Bulgaria: implementation challenges in a rapidly changing environment
since 2008, unDP and the Gates foundation have worked together on a project to strengthen the national 
network of libraries with a view to, among other things, provide free access to the internet in order to support 
the integration of bulgarian citizens into the global knowledge society. all partners (including the Government of 
bulgaria) subscribed to the broader programmatic context: strengthening democratic governance with a focus on 
local governance capacity development. 
while the project is on track and delivering planned outputs, its implementation was initially hampered by a range 
of issues, including uncertainty about the continued operation of the unDP bulgaria country office. under the 
circumstances in which the unDP office was being drawn down, capacity to support the project was weakened, 
leading to delays in implementation (including procurement). with no clear alternative project implementation 
arrangements in place, the Gates foundation indicated a strong preference to continue implementation through 
unDP, contributing to a government decision to continue to maintain the unDP office.
overall, better contingency planning by all partners, given the changing environment, would have contributed to 
more stable and consistent project management. there is little indication that unDP headquarters or the regional 
service centre provided support or direction in resolving the challenges or provided guidance on how to support 
an initiative that was important not only in terms of funding, but also in terms of credibility with national partners 
and the Gates foundation.
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undermines new partnership opportunities. 
During project planning phases, philanthropic 
foundations and government partners tended to 
agree with UNDP on overhead charges (based on 
standard UNDP procedures). However, the issue 
of overhead charges often resurfaced, particularly 
as one project phase ended and another began, 
with UNDP being requested to waive the charges 
or contribute core funding (Liberia-Soros Foun-
dation; Burkina Faso-Gates Foundation). In 
some cases, this has led to philanthropic founda-
tions reconsidering partnering with UNDP and 
actively exploring alternative partners.
However, the issue of overhead charges was not 
always contentious and there were examples 
of philanthropic foundations acknowledging 
the benefits of working with UNDP, notwith-
standing such charges (Moldova-Soros Founda-
tion). However, a possibly unjustified reputation 
of high UNDP overhead charges—based on 
the experience of supporting UNDP initiatives 
in different programme countries in Africa and 
Asia—has resulted in reluctance on the part of 
some United Arab Emirates-based philanthropic 
foundations to engage with UNDP.
UNDP partnerships with philanthropic founda-
tions have tended to be exclusive affairs. There 
is no evidence of UNDP having facilitated 
partnership between another United Nations 
country team member and a philanthropic foun-
dation. Rather, there are examples of competi-
tion among United Nations organizations for 
philanthropic foundation patronage. Overall, 
there were few instances where an existing part-
nership between UNDP and a philanthropic 
foundation has involved, or could have involved, 
other United Nations partners. In Ethiopia, the 
Food and Agriculture Organization—with what 
may appear to be better technical credentials—
was involved in the diagnostic stage of project 
development, but the government and the Gates 
Foundation preferred that UNDP execute the 
project. In the United Arab Emirates, the Office 
of the Resident Coordinator appears to have 
been regularly bypassed by other United Nations 
relations between the three levels, weakened its 
ability to deliver optimal support services and 
adversely affected its standing in the eyes of the 
Gates Foundation and government partners.
In working with philanthropic foundations, 
UNDP has, on occasion, been insensitive to the 
requirement of its partners to adequately acknowl-
edge their contribution. However, UNDP has also, 
at times, struggled to ensure that its own contribu-
tions have been appropriately recognized.
Adapting to philanthropic foundations’ 
planning, monitoring and evaluation require-
ments has posed some challenges to UNDP 
country offices. Heightened standards have 
generally been welcomed and have contributed 
to increased capacities on the part of UNDP. 
The quality of planning documents prepared 
for partnership initiatives with philanthropic 
funds tended to be relatively high. The planning 
documents were based on the respective phil-
anthropic foundation’s requirements and often 
involved a thorough problem analysis. Similarly, 
monitoring and reporting systems have been 
based on philanthropic foundation expectations. 
This has required UNDP to adapt its own systems 
and, at times, adopt procedures recommended by 
the foundations. In general, philanthropic foun-
dations were highly results-oriented and did not 
proceed with new disbursements until they were 
satisfied with the previous phase’s performance.
UNDP has occasionally struggled with moni-
toring requirements that appeared tantamount to 
micro-management on the part of philanthropic 
foundations. However, UNDP has appreciated the 
opportunity to apply monitoring tools, for example 
in the context of the multifunctional platforms that 
have facilitated meaningful monitoring of social 
and economic development indicators.
Philanthropic foundations and national 
government counterparts frequently contest 
UNDP overhead charges. UNDP has been 
unable to properly communicate the rationale 
for such charges, which gives rise to periodic 
disagreements among partners and potentially 
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4.2.4 PhilanthroPic  
founDation sustainability
Overall, there are few indications that results 
achieved through partnership with philan-
thropic foundations are sustainable. While 
efforts have been made to ensure sustainability 
as part of project planning documents, most 
initiatives are either unlikely to achieve sustain-
ability or will require more time to determine 
whether they will do so. In the context of partner-
ship between UNDP and philanthropic founda-
tions that have contributed to the achievement of 
development results, a number of initiatives show 
potential for sustainability. The multifunctional 
platforms have received considerable support 
from national governments, non-governmental 
organizations and other donors. This degree of 
support indicates that it is likely that the initia-
tives will be taken forward and expanded and that 
fundamental issues of sustainability (e.g. relating 
to the machinery’s substantial acquisition costs) 
can be resolved.
In other initiatives, relating, for example to 
democratic governance and capacity develop-
ment, sustainability will depend on govern-
ments’ continued commitment to take forward 
initial achievements (Liberia-Soros Foundation; 
Moldova-Soros Foundation). Other projects will 
need to run their course before it will be possible 
to ascertain whether sustainable results can be 
achieved (Bulgaria-Gates Foundation); here, too, 
longer-term government commitment will be key 
to ensuring the initiative’s success. 
Achieving sustainability of results of publica-
tions is inevitably challenging (Arab Knowledge 
Report-Al Maktoum Foundation; Human Devel-
opment Report-Gates Foundation). However, an 
increased emphasis on dissemination, capacity 
development and advocacy will support a longer-
term contribution to development, and the 
question can be asked whether partnership with 
philanthropic foundations will allow UNDP to 
reach that goal.
organizations exploring partnership opportunities 
with nationally-based philanthropic foundations, 
to the point where United Arab Emirates authori-
ties complained of United Nations competition 
and the lack of harmonization.
While the UNDP Bureau for External 
Relations and Advocacy has a focal point 
function for philanthropic foundation partner-
ship, it has not established strong relationships 
with the foundations. Moreover, its support to 
programme units in terms of lessons learning, 
knowledge sharing and facilitating contacts 
with philanthropic foundations has been weak. 
The Bureau for External Relations and Advocacy 
has allocated very limited resources to liaising 
with philanthropic foundations, expanding 
existing partnerships, developing new partner-
ships or conducting related policy research and 
analysis. While a number of junior- to mid-level 
staff have made commendable efforts to keep 
records of existing partnerships, data is incon-
sistent and incomplete. 
Following limited involvement in the establish-
ment of some partnerships, responsibility for 
partnership management rests with regional 
bureaux, regional service centres and country 
offices involved in particular projects. The 
Bureau for External Relations and Advocacy 
tended not to follow up closely on implementa-
tion and played a limited role in tracking progress 
or collating related monitoring and evaluation 
reports. Moreover, it did not play an active role 
in identifying lessons, sharing information on 
possible philanthropic foundation partners with 
programme units or advocating for partnership 
with philanthropic foundations in support of 
programme country developmental efforts. In 
interviewing philanthropic foundations, respond-
ents generally indicated that, if they were inter-
ested in working with UNDP they would prefer 
contacts with UNDP at the country level to 
contacts at the headquarters level.
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Representatives of philanthropic foundations 
interviewed in the context of the evaluation were 
not necessarily positive about the desirability or 
possibility, of broader strategic partnership with 
UNDP. Some were more dismissive than others. 
However, given some of their recommendations 
with respect to preferred partnership modalities 
(including strong substantive engagement and 
the importance of building trust), and presuming 
UNDP interest (which is currently ambiguous), 
opportunities for strategic partnership are not 
necessarily remote. In this regard, the current 
initiative of the Bureau for External Relations and 
Advocacy to formulate a partnership strategy for 
philanthropic foundations may generate oppor-
tunities. The initiative’s success will depend, to a 
large extent, on the amount of resources UNDP 
allocates to the strategy’s execution.
Given the ad hoc nature of most partnerships 
between UNDP and philanthropic founda-
tions, it is likely that instances of partnership in 
particular country contexts will not be sustained 
in the long term. However, opportunities for ad 
hoc partnerships in new country contexts remain; 
opportunities for broader strategic coopera-
tion with philanthropic foundations may also be 
possible. A number of ongoing partnerships with 
philanthropic foundations are likely to end in the 
near future. The Liberia project ended in 2011 (see 
Box 16). Indications are that the Gates Founda-
tion will not continue its support to the multi-
functional platform initiative. The series of Arab 
Knowledge Reports is expected to come to an end 
in 2015. However, new partnership opportunities, 
such as the new project with the Gates Foundation 
in Ethiopia aimed to enhance national capacities 
for agricultural development, are likely to emerge.
box 16. Liberia: addressing immediate post-conflict needs, but neglecting sustainability
initial high-level contacts in 2005 between the Government of liberia and the soros foundation after the end of the 
second liberian civil war led to the establishment of an initiative (implemented through unDP), to recruit senior-level 
staff from the liberian diaspora at the ministerial or head-of-agency level. the project, conceived as an emergency 
intervention, aimed to address an acute deficit in government leadership capacity in the post-conflict situation. 
the project objectives addressed key programmatic priorities of both unDP and the soros foundation, including 
strengthening the fragile democratic governance. five years into the project, having been extended once, the 
project ended in 2011. the project yielded some concrete results in recruiting senior-level government staff who 
had led ministries and agencies over the past years. there is no evidence as to whether institutional capacity has 
been sustainably strengthened, or whether the same calibre staff can be retained beyond the end of the project. 
there are no concrete plans to expand the unDP-soros foundation partnership to other areas. opportunities to plan 
a more effective exit strategy were missed, as were opportunities to foster longer-term partnership between unDP 
and the soros foundation in liberia. corporate-level lessons on partnership between unDP and the soros foundation 
in similar developmental circumstances could be explored, but do not appear to have been taken up thus far.
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there is a reorientation of relations between 
donors and the multilateral system.
UNDP has grappled with these challenges, 
reacting to changes as they have emerged. Some 
parts of the organization have embraced these 
developments; the units dealing with global 
funds, for example, have responded with innova-
tion and flexibility. Other parts of the organiza-
tion feel discomfort at the perceived decline in 
status—suggesting that UNDP is treated as a 
contractor, one of many agencies, and not as an 
equal partner—and remain attached to tradi-
tional ways of working.
In conceptualizing the evaluation, partnership 
with global funds and philanthropic founda-
tions were to be reviewed together as a means of 
examining how UNDP has adjusted to evolving 
partnership opportunities in the context of the 
changing development cooperation architec-
ture. While distinctions between partnership 
with global funds and philanthropic founda-
tions were clear from the outset, the evaluation 
has further highlighted fundamental differences 
in approaches and cooperation modalities. The 
conclusions and recommendations seek to clarify 
these differences, pointing to variable assess-
ments of relevance, effectiveness, efficiency and 
sustainability. The evaluation aims to provide 
actionable recommendations with a view towards 
highlighting how UNDP partnership with such 
global funds and philanthropic foundations, 
including access to resources, could be further 
developed. The recommendations also suggest 
how UNDP could strengthen its contribution 
to programme country development in partner-
ship with global funds and philanthropic founda-
tions. However, the report also encourages wider 
The conclusions and recommendations provided 
below are based on the findings described in 
Chapter 4, while taking into account the UNDP 
role in the broader architecture of development 
cooperation, as outlined in Chapters 2 and 3. 
The conclusions should be seen as mutually rein-
forcing, conveying an overall sense of UNDP 
strengths and challenges in partnering with 
global funds and philanthropic foundations. 
Changes in the international development 
system over the past two decades have seen aid 
being channelled through an increasing number 
of routes. While this study has considered the 
dynamics and partnership implications of two 
types of funding mechanisms, global funds and 
philanthropic foundations, there are many other 
developments—such as the growth in bilateral 
aid, volunteerism, South-South cooperation and 
the increasing engagement of non-state actors 
(including the private sector), all of which play 
a significant role in shaping the international 
development cooperation architecture. These 
developments represent a fundamental shift in 
the relationships between different stakeholders 
operating in the arena of international aid. 
UNDP, as part of the multilateral system, now 
faces a new reality, one where it cannot take its 
favoured position with donors for granted.
Over the past decade, UNDP, like most other 
United Nations entities, has seen its core resources 
form Member State contributions remain stable 
or decline, while its non-core resources have 
increased significantly in absolute and relative 
terms. Fresh ideas for the provision of inter-
national aid abound, new actors are becoming 
involved and many donors are signalling a greater 
interest in experimentation. Most importantly, 
chapter 5
conclusions anD  
recoMMenDations
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are tightening aid conditionality and looking 
for greater returns on investment within shorter 
time-frames. UNDP will need to demonstrate 
that it can satisfy immediate sectoral concerns 
(e.g. by supporting visible successes related to 
health and environmental issues) while devel-
oping sustainable capacities to foster democratic 
governance and a longer-term human develop-
ment perspective.
Conclusion 2: In engaging with global funds and 
philanthropic foundations, UNDP has demon-
strated flexibility in adjusting its programmatic 
focus and operational modalities. Partnership 
with global funds has led to a concentration on 
narrowly defined sectoral issues that are also 
addressed, to a varying extent, by other special-
ized United Nations funds and programmes. 
Partnering with philanthropic foundations has 
resulted in coverage of an eclectic range of devel-
opment issues. In working with non-core funding 
instruments, within the context of the changing 
development cooperation architecture, UNDP 
appears to have been prepared to engage, where 
opportune, with issues that lie on the fringes of the 
programmatic focus areas defined in its Strategic 
Plan, 2008-2013. This has been more pronounced 
in partnership with philanthropic foundations, 
which has typically been more ad hoc and context 
specific. In working with global funds, UNDP 
has developed highly specialized technical capaci-
ties within the programmatic focus areas of the 
Strategic Plan that may not previously have been 
required of UNDP. 
In making itself available as a qualified partner 
of global funds, UNDP has also found itself both 
competing and cooperating more frequently with 
other specialized United Nations organizations. 
This has affected inter-agency relations and 
has raised broader questions of United Nations 
System coherence, efficiency and development 
effectiveness. 
Coordination within the United Nations system 
needs strengthening, and UNDP, as a pillar of 
the Resident Coordinator system, has a pivotal 
responsibility to foster inter-agency collaboration 
reflection. While maximizing funding is under-
standable, there is also a broader discussion to be 
had on how the partnership dynamic challenges 
established conceptions of UNDP’s comparative 
advantage and its position in the international 
development system. 
5.1 conclusions 
Conclusion 1: Reforms of the international 
development architecture are likely to continue 
given the efforts of the donor to strengthen the 
performance of existing multilateral arrange-
ments embodied by the United Nations, 
including through more direct issue-specific 
support. In this context, the UNDP record in 
demonstrating its comparative advantage has 
been stronger with respect to partnership with 
global funds than with philanthropic founda-
tions. In many areas, and given its ubiquitous 
country presence, UNDP still has a competitive 
advantage; its long experience and established 
structure means that it remains an indispensable 
part of the system. However, the future of this 
advantage is not secure—new actors will emerge, 
grow and gain confidence and experience; donor 
preferences will evolve; and global funds and 
programmes addressing a wide range of niche 
issues will proliferate. As more countries progress 
in development terms, the UNDP role in relation 
to them shifts from one of implementer to service 
provider or to total withdrawal.
The central question for UNDP is how to secure 
future funding in order to discharge its mandate, 
relating to both its programmatic coverage as 
well as its strategic role with the United Nations 
System, as ably as possible. The experience of part-
nership with global funds, in particular, appears 
to imply a greater focus on a narrow range of 
specialized issues and corresponding closer coop-
eration with a range of specialist agencies (United 
Nations and otherwise). This may imply trade-
offs in terms of UNDP capacity to pursue a more 
broadly defined human development agenda. 
As a result of financial crises, large budget deficits 
and public pressure in many donor countries to 
diversify platforms for aid delivery, many donors 
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Conclusion 4: UNDP remains an important 
conduit for development funding. This is 
particularly clear in the case of partnership 
with global funds, where strategic, corporate-
level linkages are cultivated and maintained. 
Partnership with philanthropic foundations 
has been more opportunistic, based on country 
and project-level requirements. Moreover, 
given the fundamentally different organiza-
tional structures, procedures and cultures of 
philanthropic foundations, UNDP may not 
always be the most appropriate partner.  UNDP 
contributes an added and sometimes unique value 
through its established network of offices. Its role 
is particularly relevant to global funds; UNDP 
is one of a few organizations able to handle the 
large amounts of funding. It is able to cover a 
range of sectors in the complex environments in 
which these funds often seek to operate, and has 
the capacity to do so in accordance with inter-
nationally agreed standards. Historically, UNDP 
acquired a role as a key implementing agency in 
all of the reviewed funds because of its adminis-
trative capacity and global presence, rather than 
its specialist knowledge of specific subject areas. 
Notwithstanding many ongoing challenges, 
UNDP has also demonstrated its ability to 
perform effectively, to meet the rigorous 
standards set by funds, and to develop innova-
tive approaches to development and adminis-
trative challenges. Global funds are also highly 
relevant strategic partners for UNDP both in 
budgetary and substantive terms. The relation-
ship is of mutual importance but tense at times, 
as large and complex institutions try to find ways 
of working together.
UNDP is less essential to philanthropic founda-
tions; they often deal with smaller scale projects 
and thus have a wider choice of implementing 
organizations. Relations with philanthropic 
foundations are at a fledgling state and have not 
progressed much beyond ad hoc project-based 
partnerships. Some UNDP advantages—its 
size, structure and capacity to manage large scale 
funding—are a disadvantage for smaller donors, 
and to give other agencies the space to draw on 
their own specialisms. Reports of competition 
and rivalry between agencies over non-core funds 
suggest that this does not always happen. 
Conclusion 3: The programmatic objectives 
of partnership with global funds and philan-
thropic foundations are generally aligned with 
the broadly framed UNDP Strategic Plan. 
UNDP has missed opportunities to maximize 
the benefits of partnership to consistently 
integrate a human development perspective and 
foster a more holistic development approach. 
In working with global funds and philanthropic 
foundations, UNDP did not sufficiently ensure 
relevance to its core priorities by mainstreaming 
objectives related to human development, national 
capacity development or coordination within the 
United Nations system. Though implementation 
remains uneven, there is a growing awareness 
of the need for cross-linkages and connections 
between thematic areas such as poverty reduction, 
gender equality and environmental sustainability. 
Capacity development activities are extensive at 
the project level, but a strategic approach that 
prioritizes the long-term objective of ‘helping 
recipient governments help themselves’ is lacking. 
It is unclear whether such cross-linkages occur 
less in initiatives supported by global funds and 
philanthropic foundations as opposed to other 
types of non-core funding. However, it is clear 
that the use of earmarked funding, which brings 
its own restrictions, can limit the UNDP ability 
to integrate a human development perspective. 
Though this was observed most clearly in projects 
funded by global funds, it also applies to philan-
thropic foundation projects. 
All partners have specific mandates that determine 
the type of activities they finance and the nature 
of the benefits they seek. This inevitably limits the 
nature of the projects UNDP can seek funding 
for from such funds. Country offices consistently 
struggle to secure the additional funds needed to 
achieve core UNDP human development objec-
tives, both global and otherwise. 
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intensity. Exchanges of knowledge and experi-
ences among coordination units and UNDP are 
very limited. While the different coordination 
units maintain ad hoc relationships with policy 
bureaux units, the lack of formal integration with 
cross-cutting concerns, such as gender equality 
or capacity development, leads to a silo mentality 
and weakens the ability to mainstream a human 
development perspective.
UNDP senior-level engagement with philan-
thropic foundations has been fairly weak, and 
few concerted attempts have been made over 
the past decade to foster longer-term, strategic-
level partnerships. Rather than the result of an 
explicit decision to limit partnership to ad hoc 
project-specific initiatives, this neglect stemmed 
from the absence of a strategy to engage with 
philanthropic foundations. The resulting impres-
sion, on the part of philanthropic foundations, is 
that UNDP has little desire to communicate on 
issues of substance let alone to explore strategic 
alliances. A corresponding lack of investment in 
headquarters-based research and analysis, as well 
as any concerted follow-up or monitoring and 
evaluation of existing initiatives, has deprived 
UNDP of a solid understanding of existing part-
nership experiences and potential partnership 
opportunities with philanthropic foundations.
Conclusion 6: At the institutional level, UNDP 
faces challenges in meeting the expectations 
of current and potential global fund and foun-
dation partners. In particular, if UNDP is to 
maintain and enhance these partnerships it will 
need to resolve issues relating to transparency, 
bureaucratic efficiency and cost-effectiveness. 
The support frame for international assistance 
is shifting. There is a wider array of interna-
tional and national partners for donors to choose 
from, and recipient governments are increasingly 
demanding—and have the capacities—to directly 
implement international projects. UNDP success 
in this increasingly competitive environment 
requires greater responsiveness to donor expecta-
tions and a continuing effort to streamline institu-
tional procedures so that the value of using UNDP 
services is clear. Although UNDP management 
where these strengths can become encumbrances. 
Whether UNDP would be able to meet smaller 
donor requirements (and to do so in a way that 
is cost-effective for its own purposes) raises 
questions as to its suitability as a partner.
A significant operational risk to partnership with 
global funds in particular, but also with philan-
thropic foundations, relates to the at times weak 
capacities of UNDP country offices and inad-
equate regional service centre support. While 
administrative capacity is more readily available, 
technical capacities are frequently lacking. To 
the extent that UNDP is unable to establish 
such capacity, global funds and philanthropic 
foundations have looked to alternative partners 
for support. As a result, opportunities are lost, 
in particular, to integrate a human development 
dimension into the initiatives to be implemented.
Conclusion 5: UNDP management of partner-
ships with global funds and philanthropic foun-
dations has lacked strategic vision and overall 
coordination. UNDP could have done more 
to foster coordination among headquarters-
based management units—and between them, 
the regional bureaux and other policy bureaux 
and units. Partnership with philanthropic 
foundations has been neglected, limiting rela-
tionships to project-specific initiatives, with 
minimal corporate-level guidance and follow-
up. Corporate-level UNDP working relation-
ships with global funds are well established, with 
regular senior-level exchanges. While the respec-
tive central coordination units manage relations 
with the funds, on the one hand, and imple-
menting programme units, on the other, there is 
no overarching management of these relation-
ships in the broader context of UNDP partner-
ship with non-core donors. As a result, minimal 
cross-cutting analysis has been conducted of the 
partnerships’ programmatic role in the context 
of the changing development architecture, and 
there is no central, strategic guidance on how 
partnership should evolve. Within UNDP, rela-
tionships between the global fund coordina-
tion units and other bureaux vary in quality and 
c h a P t e r  5 .  c o n c l u s i o n s  a n D  r e c o M M e n D a t i o n s 7 3
Recommendation 2: UNDP should engage 
more explicitly and consistently with global 
funds and philanthropic foundations in order 
to establish common ground and develop 
mutual approaches to development challenges. 
In its partnership with global funds and philan-
thropic foundations, UNDP should place more 
explicit emphasis on the central importance of 
mainstreaming a human development perspec-
tive and developing national capacities. UNDP 
needs to continually demonstrate to global funds 
and philanthropic foundations that it is a relevant 
partner. In addition to maintaining a country 
presence and the ability to deliver programmes 
and projects, relevance is a function of the value 
that UNDP adds in contributing international 
expertise, sharing lessons learned from across the 
world and building synergies with broader efforts.
This is important to both global funds and phil-
anthropic foundations, particularly as the latter 
are sensitive about being treated by UNDP as 
equal partners in development. The philan-
thropic foundations thus stress the importance 
of building long-term relationships of trust that 
are motivated by mutual principles and common 
objectives, rather than the regular transfer of 
resources from the foundations to UNDP. 
UNDP should also make more concerted efforts 
to ensure that its partnership with philanthropic 
foundations falls within its programmatic 
mandate, adheres to human development princi-
ples and represents value for money. 
As specified in its Strategic Plan, the UNDP 
human development agenda requires a multi-
dimensional and inclusive approach to develop-
ment. The programmatic focus of partnership 
with global funds and philanthropic foundations 
has often been more one-dimensional, in line 
with the narrow sector- or issue-specific objec-
tives of particular partners. While UNDP has 
made progress in advocating stronger linkages 
with a broader human development perspective—
particularly in working with global funds on health 
and environment-related issues—and in securing 
its partners’ commitment to related objectives, 
has made progress on transparency issues (with 
respect to the sharing of audit information with 
donor partners, for example), such changes are 
perceived by partners as being made slowly and 
reluctantly. Concerns have also been raised about 
UNDP overhead cost structures. While UNDP 
overhead fees may be equivalent to or less than 
those of some other international institutions, 
funders need to be convinced of the additional 
value that UNDP brings as an intermediate entity 
between the funders and their beneficiaries. 
5.2 recoMMenDations 
Recommendation 1: In fostering and strength-
ening partnerships with global funds and 
philanthropic foundations, UNDP should 
focus strongly on supporting the prioritiza-
tion of national development priorities. To the 
extent possible, over-reliance on any particular 
funding source should be avoided in order to 
retain flexibility. In working with global funds 
and philanthropic foundations to support national 
development, UNDP needs to be sensitive to the 
risk of influencing national development agendas 
through the availability of funding in earmarked 
sectors. Though uncommon, there were instances 
where a side effect of global fund involvement was 
to draw attention—and counterpart resources—
away from the highest national concerns. In such 
circumstances, UNDP has a vital role as mediator, 
ensuring that the proposed package of activities 
meets national interests.
The integrity of UNDP programming in any 
given thematic area should be safeguarded by 
avoiding an over-reliance on one particular fund 
or foundation. Some sectoral programmes are 
heavily or wholly reliant on specific sources of 
funding. This makes the programmes vulner-
able to closure if the funding stops. It can also 
focus attention away from areas that may be 
equally critical but for which funding may be less 
readily available. While some country offices may 
have few options, country offices should receive 
support to identify alternative sources of funding 
and diversify their funding base.
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and less piecemeal approach is advisable, partic-
ularly during a period when donor relations are 
undergoing rapid change.
A central coordinating function is likely to enable 
a more strategic role in engaging with other 
development actors (particularly United Nations 
organizations) in connection with the partner-
ship with global funds. At the country level, some 
relationships have been plagued by competition 
between United Nations agencies, although rules 
of engagement are often defined more clearly at 
headquarters level and respective responsibilities 
are delineated more readily. However, there is 
an overarching role to be played in coordinating 
corporate-level cooperation with United Nations 
agencies across different partnerships with global 
funds in particular—a role that goes beyond the 
responsibilities of the partnership-specific coor-
dination units at headquarters.
While UNDP’s three-tier structure has proven 
relatively effective in delivering services to 
programme countries in line with the expecta-
tions of global funds, there are internal fault lines 
that constrain the exchange of lessons learned 
across the UNDP system. The quality of infor-
mation is mixed and some regional offices offer 
better support than others. It is clear there are 
resource challenges at the regional level, but there 
are also difficulties in transferring lessons learned 
across regions and between UNDP units working 
with different partners. UNDP should explore 
ways in which to strengthen the management of 
knowledge emanating from, and pertaining to, 
different partnerships across the organization. 
Recommendation 4: Building on ongoing 
Bureau for External Relations and Advocacy 
initiatives, UNDP should develop a partner-
ship strategy to engage with philanthropic 
foundations. Such a strategy should be built 
on a clear assessment of potential partners; 
on their motivations and goals; on potential 
benefits to UNDP programme countries; on 
UNDP value-added in engaging with such 
partners; and the opportunities and risks of 
doing so. The philanthropic sector, an integral 
UNDP should be explicit in its requirement to 
foster cross-linkages that encourage the inclusion 
of gender equality, capacity development, envi-
ronmental sustainability and civil society partici-
pation, etc. In order to facilitate such cross-link-
ages, it may be necessary for UNDP to provide a 
level of counterpart funding that will strengthen 
its internal capacity to advocate and contribute 
expertise on related issues.
Capacity development is focused on project-level 
activities. However, an overarching approach 
aimed at enabling national partner independence 
in line with United Nations commitments needs 
to be prioritized in partnership arrangements. 
A more systematized approach is necessary as it 
will enable offices to identify opportunities for 
capacity development, to better track progress, 
and to better explain to other stakeholders what 
it is doing. Capacity development should be a key 
deliverable in all global fund and philanthropic 
foundation projects with clear benchmarks that 
can be monitored and evaluated.
Recommendation 3: UNDP should focus on 
the role that partnership with global funds 
can play in securing development support 
to programme countries, particularly in the 
context of the rapidly changing international 
development cooperation architecture. UNDP 
needs stronger central coordination of infor-
mation and knowledge management functions 
in order to facilitate a more strategic approach 
to partnership with global funds. Although each 
global fund reviewed has a corresponding support 
unit within the Bureau for Development Policy, 
there is no overarching function that oversees 
all UNDP work with global funds, and there 
is limited coordination among the respective 
units—or between them and regional bureaux 
and other policy bureaux and units. Identifying 
or developing such a function would place senior 
UNDP management in a better position to 
engage with the global funds in a more strategic 
manner. Considering the importance of the part-
nerships to UNDP, particularly from the perspec-
tive of resource mobilization, a more integrated 
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UNDP should also strengthen its information 
management and reporting system for philan-
thropic foundations, with a view to improving its 
understanding of partnership trends with regard 
to such foundations.
Currently, obtaining consistent and comparable 
data on partnership with such entities is difficult. 
Existing accounting and data collection systems 
do not facilitate easy access to and analysis of 
related data. No central monitoring and evalua-
tion systems are in place to track existing part-
nerships. This weakens UNDP’s ability to fully 
understand partnership trends with regard to 
philanthropic foundations or make evidence-
based adjustments to its policies.
Recommendation 5: UNDP has a particular 
responsibility to find solutions to opera-
tional and procedural bottlenecks, including 
issues relating to transparency and oversight, 
that hamper relationships with global funds 
and philanthropic foundations. In order to 
minimize discord stemming from differences in 
bureaucratic cultures and expectations, UNDP 
should develop a communication strategy that 
clarifies what it can and cannot do.  UNDP 
administrative capacity is both a strength and 
weakness. Its global administrative capacity is 
often the reason why it is chosen to take on the 
role of implementing agency, as UNDP capacity 
assures donors that funds will be properly handled. 
It can also be a liability: donors, implementing 
partners and even UNDP staff, complain about 
the impacts on operations caused by bureau-
cratic hindrances. UNDP needs to address these 
complaints and find ways of drawing on best 
practices.
UNDP should conduct a comprehensive review 
of its rules, procedures and practices relating 
to partnership with global funds and philan-
thropic foundations. The review should provide 
the basis for engaging in comprehensive, cross-
cutting dialogues to strengthen partnerships and 
increasing efficiencies. Though UNDP faces its 
own administrative challenges, there are areas 
where it can draw on its experience, particularly 
part of the evolving aid architecture, has become 
very important not only in terms of funding, but 
also in terms of contributing to the development 
debate. In some instances, philanthropic foun-
dations have joined governing bodies of global 
funds, thereby becoming important partners 
in development. UNDP cannot ignore the vast 
amounts of funding being channelled each year 
through the philanthropic sector, particularly in 
circumstances where, given global financial crises, 
bilateral recourses for development may be at risk.
Though partnership with philanthropic foun-
dations is overseen by the Bureau for External 
Relations and Advocacy, none of the current 
partnerships between UNDP and philanthropic 
foundations can be considered strategic. In 
order to make the most of potential opportuni-
ties for constructive engagement with philan-
thropic foundations, UNDP should undertake a 
thorough review of existing partnership experi-
ences and potential partnership opportunities.
Subject to the outcome of such a review, UNDP 
may consider making more concerted invest-
ments in building longer-term relationships that 
are based on mutual trust and mutual interest 
in addressing critical developmental concerns 
in programme countries. Even if the potential 
financial contributions appear to be relatively 
small, UNDP would be negligent in its responsi-
bilities to its Member States if it did not engage 
with such foundations in a more proactive and 
sustained manner. UNDP could conceivably 
make an important contribution as a facilitator 
between philanthropic foundations and a range 
of partners in programme countries; moreover, 
depending on the nature of partnerships forged 
in the future, the potential for supporting the 
mobilization of significant amounts of resources 
for development should not be discounted.
UNDP should explore different models of collab-
oration with philanthropic foundations—such as 
mobilizing the collective support of foundations 
for particular issues, and engaging in partner-
ships with foundations in collaboration with 
United Nations partners involved in similar areas. 
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consider conducting a comprehensive assessment 
of the financial cost of partnerships with different 
global funds and philanthropic foundations. The 
assessment should focus on strengthening the 
UNDP position to negotiate overhead charges in 
the future and to demonstrate its level of counter-
part funding. UNDP should also engage with its 
partners in more innovative ways in order to ensure 
that its work supporting programme country 
development is better recognized and understood.
Monitoring and evaluation of projects imple-
mented through partnerships with global funds 
and philanthropic foundations should receive 
adequate attention, as partnerships can only 
mature when there is mutual learning. UNDP 
should also apply lessons learned from moni-
toring and evaluation of partnership with global 
funds and philanthropic foundations to other 
areas of its work. Engaging with global funds in 
particular has strengthened UNDP monitoring 
and evaluation capacities in related programme 
areas. UNDP should consider how these systems 
can be applied across the organization. An addi-
tional concern, however, is to ensure that moni-
toring and evaluation systems geared towards 
analysing project results can also capture contri-
butions to achieving broader human develop-
ment outcomes.
in collaboration with other fund recipients, in 
order to avoid repeating past mistakes. It should 
also lead to developing a partnership framework 
for global funds and philanthropic foundations, 
clearly defining programmatic objectives and the 
operational environment. 
Following the 2011 UNDP Executive Board 
decision to share audit reports with some global 
funds,75 UNDP should continue to review and 
take forward its processes for financial trans-
parency and auditing in relation to non-core 
funds, large scale global funds in particular. Full 
disclosure should be the norm, whether it refers 
to information at the country level or principles 
upheld by the central organization.
UNDP overhead charges should be better 
explained and justified. There are some aspects 
that would benefit from further attention by 
UNDP, including ensuring that the differences in 
administrative fees charged to the various global 
funds have a rational basis, enabling a redistribu-
tion of costs between country offices depending 
on the level of work required and needing to better 
explain its cost structure to external stakeholders. 
In some cases, there is a strong sense by UNDP 
that overhead charges are insufficient to cover the 
actual costs of services rendered. UNDP should 
75 UNDP Executive Board, Decision 2011/23, DP/2011/32, New York, 22 June 2011.
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In partnering with such global funds and founda-
tions, UNDP has sought to leverage its compara-
tive advantage in supporting programme countries 
in accessing financial resources and in delivering 
related programmes and projects. Different part-
nership dynamics have resulted in a range of 
institutional arrangements at the corporate level. 
At the same time, UNDP has sought to adapt 
its partnerships to different country contexts 
where it has varyingly played the role of principal 
recipient, implementing agency, interlocutor, 
facilitator and adviser.
This evaluation exercise was approved as part of 
the programme of work of the UNDP Evalua-
tion Office at the September 2008 session of the 
Executive Board.76
bacKGrounD anD rationale
The past two decades have seen the emergence, 
outside the established framework for multi-
lateral aid, of an increasing number of funding 
instruments aimed at providing support to 
specific thematic or sectoral development chal-
lenges. On the one hand, philanthropic founda-
tions have been set up by individuals and corpo-
rations with a view to tackling issues of particular 
concern, including health or education. On the 
other hand, acute development challenges, such 
as HIV/AIDS and environmental degrada-
tion, have brought together groups of donors—
comprising governments, civil society and the 
private sector—that have established global funds 
with independent governance and management 
structures. In many cases, an underlying motiva-
tion of donors to make development financing 
available through global funds or philanthropic 
foundations has been disillusionment with the 
effectiveness, efficiency and timeliness of existing 
multilateral arrangements embodied by the 
United Nations and multilateral development 
banks. Donors have also sought to experiment 
with new approaches with a view to strengthening 
development effectiveness through a broader and 
more flexible range of funding instruments.
UNDP has established partnerships with a 
number of global funds and philanthropic foun-
dations, at the global level as well as at the level 
of individual programme countries, prompted, 
in part, by changes in the aid architecture and 
dwindling core resources. Included among such 
partners are, for instance:
76 UNDP Executive Board, ‘Decisions adopted by the Executive Board in 2008’, DP/2009/2, New York, 8 October 2008.
annex 1
terMs of reference
table a1-1. Established UNDP partnerships
Global funds Philanthropic 
foundations
Global Alliance 
for Vaccines and 
Immunization (GAVI)
Mohammed bin Rashid Al 
Makhtoum Foundation
Global Environment 
Facility (GEF)
Bill and Melinda Gates 
Foundation
Global Fund to Fight AIDS, 
Tuberculosis and Malaria 
(GFATM)
Open Society Institute
Multilateral Fund for the 
Implementation of the 
Montreal Protocol (MLF)
Rockefeller Foundation
Special Climate Change 
Fund
Zayed Bin Sultan Al 
Nahayan Charitable and 
Humanitarian Foundation
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background, the evaluation will focus on UNDP 
partnership with global funds and philanthropic 
foundations.
A number of partnerships will be selected and 
reviewed in some detail—including cooperation 
at the policy and operational levels, at headquar-
ters and in programme countries. A total of five 
or six partnerships will be selected as case studies, 
two or three from each of the two types of funding 
instruments (e.g. partnership with GFATM and 
the MLF would be reviewed more closely in the 
global fund category; and partnership with the 
Gates Foundation, Open Society Foundations 
and Al Maktoum Foundation would be analyzed 
in more detail in the philanthropic foundation 
category). 
The evaluation will also assess how, from the 
perspective of selected programme countries, 
UNDP has partnered with a range of available 
funding instruments, and the particular roles it 
has played. Up to eight illustrative country case 
studies will be conducted in programme countries 
that will be selected to ensure broad coverage 
of all case studies on specific partnerships (see 
above), but also to reflect different levels of 
human development and experiences in different 
UNDP regions, with a particular focus on Africa.
The final selection of case studies will be specified 
in the Inception Report. The selection criteria will 
take into account the scope of UNDP cooperation 
with different partners, relevance to UNDP’s work 
programme and the extent to which particular part-
nerships have already been evaluated by the Evalu-
ation Office. For example, several recent evaluations 
on the subject of environment have also looked at 
UNDP partnership with GEF. As such, GEF is less 
likely to be included as a case study.
The evaluation will assess UNDP partnership 
with global funds and philanthropic foundations 
based on the following criteria:
 Relevance and strategic positioning: The 
evaluation will seek to draw conclusions as 
PurPose
The purpose of the evaluation is to facilitate the 
Executive Board’s review of UNDP partnership 
with global funds and philanthropic foundations 
over the past decade, and to provide strategic 
inputs into its deliberations on partnership with 
such funds and foundations in support of UNDP’s 
work programme.
The evaluation will also provide UNDP manage-
ment with conclusions and recommendations 
that are expected to assist in identifying strategies 
and operational approaches pertaining to UNDP 
partnership with global funds and philanthropic 
foundations, in coordination with other develop-
ment partners.
obJectives
The primary objectives of the evaluation are to:
 Assess the relevance, effectiveness, efficiency 
and sustainability of UNDP support to 
the achievement of development results 
in partnership with global funds and 
philanthropic foundations;
 Clarify the added value of UNDP partnership 
with global funds and philanthropic 
foundations, and its comparative advantage 
in partnering with such funding instruments;
 Provide actionable recommendations with 
respect to UNDP partnership with global 
funds and philanthropic foundations.
scoPe anD PreliMinary 
evaluation questions
The evaluation will cover the period from 2001 
to 2010. It will provide a broad perspective on 
how partnership between UNDP and a range 
of funding instruments, including global funds 
and philanthropic foundations, but also multi-
donor trust funds, thematic trust funds and other 
possible instruments, has evolved. Against this 
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 To what extent has UNDP partnership with 
global funds and philanthropic foundations 
affected their policy and programmatic 
orientation and/or delivery modalities?
 To what extent has UNDP partnership with 
global funds and philanthropic foundations 
affected its own programmatic orientation 
and delivery modalities at the country level, 
as well as broader corporate-level policy and 
programme priorities, especially with respect 
to relevant sectors and thematic areas?
 To what extent does UNDP partnership with 
global funds and philanthropic foundations 
at the country level provide additionality in 
terms of activities, resources and innovative 
or effective approaches, both in cases where 
UNDP already had a related track record as 
well as in cases where the partnership opened 
up an entirely new business area for UNDP?
 What comparative advantages does UNDP 
have in partnering with global funds and 
philanthropic foundations? To what extent 
to specific partnerships in fact build on such 
comparative advantages?
 How effective has UNDP been in supporting 
the achievement of sustainable development 
results in partnership with global funds and 
philanthropic foundations?
 How does UNDP’s horizontal structure lend 
itself to the delivery of vertically-oriented 
(i.e. theme or sector-oriented) funds and 
foundations? How efficient has UNDP been 
in implementing programmes and projects in 
partnership with such funds and foundations?
 How do the governance structures of 
global funds and philanthropic foundations 
affect partnership with UNDP, and what 
are the implications for transparency and 
accountability?
 How efficient has UNDP’s programmatic 
management and oversight been of 
its partnership with global funds and 
philanthropic foundations?
to how UNDP has positioned itself vis-à-vis 
global funds and philanthropic foundations 
to maximize its relevance and leverage in 
providing support to programme countries; 
 Effectiveness: The evaluation will assess 
UNDP’s contribution to development results 
at the outcome level through its cooperation 
with global funds and philanthropic 
foundations. Issues regarding UNDP’s 
outcome-orientation in partnering with such 
financing instruments will be reviewed, along 
with potential opportunity costs of such 
partnerships;
 Efficiency: The evaluation will assess 
partnership modalities, both at the broader 
corporate level, as well as in the context 
of specific countries, with a particular 
focus on timeless and resource utilization. 
UNDP internal arrangements in managing 
partnerships with global funds and 
philanthropic foundations will also be 
reviewed; and
 Sustainability: The sustainability of UNDP 
programmes is of central importance to the 
achievement of development outcomes and 
longer-term impacts. The evaluation will assess 
the extent to which concerns for sustainability 
have shaped UNDP partnership with global 
funds and philanthropic foundations.
In addition, the evaluation will assess the extent 
to which UNDP partnership with global funds 
and philanthropic foundations has promoted 
human development principles, and in particular 
gender equality.
The evaluation of UNDP partnership with global 
funds and philanthropic foundations will be 
guided by the following preliminary evaluation 
questions:
 How relevant and strategic has UNDP 
partnership been with global funds and 
philanthropic foundations at the global, 
regional and country levels?
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As part of the evaluation, an historical review 
will be conducted of UNDP partnership with 
different funding instruments, including a range 
of global funds and philanthropic foundations. 
It will also look at UNDP partnership with 
bilateral donors in, for example, establishing 
thematic trust funds and multi-donor trust 
funds, as well as related cooperation with United 
Nations and other multilateral partners. This 
review will be primarily desk-based and draw 
on existing literature, evaluations and interviews 
with key individuals.
case stuDy aPProach
The scope of the evaluation will not permit the 
selection of a sufficiently large number of case 
studies that could be considered a representa-
tive sample of partnerships. Therefore, based 
on the portfolio scan (see above), a number of 
working hypotheses will be developed pertaining 
to the nature of UNDP partnership with global 
funds and philanthropic foundations, taking into 
account a range of country scenarios or types, 
including, e.g. least developed countries, middle-
income countries, conflict or disaster-affected 
countries. Based on these working hypotheses 
and coverage of country types, criteria will be 
developed to select two sets of case studies:
 Up to six partnership case studies will be 
conducted, whereby two to three partnerships 
will be looked at in more detail under 
each of the two types of funding instruments 
(e.g. GFATM and the MLF would be 
reviewed more closely in the global fund 
category; partnership with the Gates 
Foundation, Open Society Foundations and 
Al Makhtoum Foundation would be analyzed 
more thoroughly in the philanthropic 
foundation category). 
 Up to eight illustrative country case studies 
will be conducted in programme countries 
to assess how UNDP has partnered with 
global funds, philanthropic foundations 
and other non-core funding instruments, as 
appropriate. Countries will be selected to 
aPProach
The evaluation will seek to obtain data from a 
range of sources, including through desk reviews 
and document analyses, surveys and question-
naires, as well as stakeholder consultations, inter-
views and focus groups at UNDP headquarters 
and in a range of programme countries, and other 
relevant institutions or locations. The rationale 
for using a range of data sources (data, percep-
tions, evidence) is to triangulate findings in a 
situation where much of the data, due to the very 
nature of UNDP partnerships, is qualitative, and 
its interpretation is thus critically dependent on 
the evaluators’ judgment. Triangulation provides 
an important tool in shoring up evidence by using 
different data sources to inform the analysis of 
specific issues.
Where possible and appropriate, the evaluation 
should seek to obtain evidence as to what may or 
may not have occurred in the absence of UNDP 
partnership with global funds and philanthropic 
foundations. Some programme countries may 
not have benefited from UNDP partnership with 
such funding instruments for a range of reasons. 
They may thus serve to provide insights into the 
relative value added of UNDP partnership with 
global funds and philanthropic foundations.
Portfolio scan anD  
historical review
In launching the evaluation, an important, initial 
exercise will be to conduct a scan of the universe 
of partnerships with global funds and philan-
thropic foundations. This scan will assist in (i) 
determining the availability of data on which to 
base the evaluation, (ii) obtaining a better under-
standing of the overall profile of different partner-
ships, as well as trends over the past decade, (iii) 
developing operational categories for the evalua-
tion, and (iv) defining a sampling methodology 
for case studies. This scan will be supplemented 
by a meta-analysis of all Evaluation Office 
Assessments of Development Results (ADRs) 
and, where appropriate, outcome evaluations.
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interviews will be carried out by telephone or 
tele/video conference.
 Targeted surveys. Surveys can play an 
important role in validating information. 
As the ‘stakeholder community’ of 
UNDP partnership with global funds and 
philanthropic foundations is large and 
widespread, a series of surveys may be 
administered in order to collect additional 
information and perceptions. 
staKeholDer consultation
Stakeholders will be consulted during different 
phases of the evaluation in order to (i) ensure an 
adequate understanding of the nature of UNDP 
partnership with global funds and philanthropic 
foundations, as well as in different countries and 
circumstances; (ii) validate the overall evaluation 
approach; (iii) ensure that the evaluation report 
is factually correct and contains no errors of 
interpretation; and (iv) facilitate the formulation 
of conclusions and recommendations that are 
relevant and utilization-focused.
evaluability
The evaluation builds heavily on the conduct of 
background research to provide the lay of the 
land. This poses challenges because: (i) the funds 
and foundations are very different in nature and 
scope, and some are very large and others very 
small; and (ii) availability of up-front evaluative 
data is mixed in so far as some funds and founda-
tions have large amounts of relevant data available 
while others have very little.
With five to six partnership-based case studies, 
suitable illustrative coverage through up to eight 
country case studies could be problematic, with a 
risk that the final product will lack sufficient eval-
uative rigour, affecting both internal and external 
validity. In developing the evaluation method-
ology, measures should be taken to minimize this 
risk, and should be specifically addressed in the 
Inception Report.
ensure broad coverage of all case studies on 
specific partnerships (see above), but also to 
reflect different levels of human development 
and experiences in different UNDP regions, 
with a particular focus on Africa. 
The case study approach will comprise the 
following elements:
 Stakeholder analysis. An important initial 
exercise will be the conduct of stakeholder 
analyses in order to identify, inter alia, 
the institutional entities and individuals 
involved in planning, management and 
implementation of partnerships and related 
activities at the global, regional and country 
levels; and the primary target groups of 
different partnerships.
 Documentation reviews. Due to the range 
and scope of UNDP partnerships with 
global funds and philanthropic foundations, 
a large number of documents and reports 
(published and unpublished) may be 
collected. Some may be the subject of only a 
general review while others will be subjected 
to detailed review. Some of the key sources of 
information will comprise (i) programme and 
project documents and results frameworks, 
monitoring and financial reports, evaluations, 
as well as key project outputs, (ii) policy 
or strategy documents relating to specific 
partnerships, and (iii) documentation relating 
to the nature of selected funding instruments’ 
partnership with other organizations—
multilateral, bilateral, academic, non-
governmental organizations, etc.
 Consultations and interviews. The main source 
of information will be through structured or 
semi-structured interviews and consultations 
at UNDP, global fund and philanthropic 
foundation headquarters and UNDP country 
offices. The results of these consultations 
and interviews are to be documented, for 
internal team analysis. In some cases, focus 
group discussions may be held to capture the 
dynamic of information sharing and debate, 
and to enrich the findings. In other cases, 
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with the Code of Conduct for Evaluation in the 
UN System, as approved by the members of the 
United Nations Evaluation Group on 19 July 
2007.
oPerational anD technical suPPort
A Task Manager will be designated by the 
Evaluation Office to provide administrative and 
substantive technical support to the evaluation 
team and will work closely with the evaluation 
Team Leader throughout. The Task Manager may 
also get involved in specific evaluative tasks. An 
Evaluation Office Programme Associate will be 
assigned to provide logistical support, including 
in the handling contracts and facilitating travel.
A substantive focal point will be nominated in 
each UNDP programme unit responsible for 
liaising with selected global funds and philan-
thropic foundations, and in each UNDP country 
office where a case study will be conducted. That 
person will, in close collaboration with the Task 
Manager, coordinate and organize meetings and 
all activities of the evaluation within the country. 
Where appropriate, other relevant UNDP 
bureaux will nominate a focal point who will 
provide support in coordinating queries and facil-
itating the collection of information. 
quality assurance
An external Advisory Panel, comprising at 
least three senior experts with experience in aid 
management, evaluation and organizational part-
nership, will be established to advise the Director 
of the Evaluation Office on the evaluation’s 
scope, methodology, findings, conclusions and 
recommendations.
A reference group of headquarters-based peers 
from UNDP and other entities will be consti-
tuted to provide periodic comments on the evalu-
ation’s scope, methodology, findings, conclusions 
and recommendations.
In addition to the Evaluation Office Director and 
Deputy Director, who will provide oversight and 
exPecteD outPuts anD tiMe-fraMe
PreliMinary outPuts
 A background scan of relevant partnerships, 
incorporating data from various sources, 
including ADRs;
 An Inception Report for the overall 
evaluation;
 An historical review of UNDP partnership 
with funding instruments, to be included as 
a chapter in the evaluation report;
 A case study report for each selected 
partnership and programme country, based 
on an agreed format;
 A comprehensive, thematic evaluation report 
covering the principle issues outlined in these 
terms of reference and further elaborated 
in the Inception Report, including an 
executive summary that highlights findings, 
recommendations and lessons learned. The 
format and presentation of the report will be 
based on prior Evaluation Office practice and 
should adhere to relevant Evaluation Office 
and UNDP editorial guidelines;
 PowerPoint presentations for senior 
managers, the Executive Board and other 
stakeholders to be used during stakeholder 
feedback sessions as necessary;
 A methodology brief to facilitate the learning 
of lessons from the evaluation process.
ManaGeMent arranGeMents
In keeping with its basic mandate, the Evalua-
tion Office will have overall responsibility for the 
content and production of the evaluation report 
and its presentation to the Executive Board. The 
Evaluation Office will manage the evaluation 
process, put in place a quality assurance system, 
provide administrative and substantive backstop-
ping support, and ensure the coordination and 
liaison with concerned agencies at headquarters 
as well as the country level. It will also ensure 
that evaluations are conducted in accordance 
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in the conduct of partnership case studies and 
in drafting the overall evaluation report.
 One or two evaluation specialists with relevant 
background and expertise will participate in the 
inception workshop (to the extent possible), 
contribute to designing the evaluation, and will 
provide inputs into the inception report. They 
will lead one or more country case studies and 
be responsible for the preparation of country 
case study reports, based on a standardized 
approach and format. They may also support 
the conduct of one or more partnership case 
studies. Each evaluation specialist will, under 
the overall supervision of the Team Leader, 
contribute to the preparation of the final 
report as necessary. 
 One to two regional or national consultants 
will be recruited per case study country and, 
working closely with the country office focal 
point in consultation with the Task Manager 
and Team Leader, be responsible for the 
collection of all relevant data and preparation 
of the case study mission. The national 
consultant will contribute substantively to the 
work of the evaluation specialist, providing 
substantive advice and context in the 
preparation of the county case studies. Under 
the supervision of the evaluation specialist, 
the national consultant will participate in the 
preparation of the country case study report.
 A research consultant will be recruited to work 
in the Evaluation Office to support the Task 
Manager and Team Leader with background 
research and analysis as necessary to support 
the work of the evaluation team.
guidance in the design and conduct of the evalu-
ation, two Evaluation Office evaluators will be 
appointed to provide quality support.
the evaluation teaM
The evaluation team will consist of externally 
recruited, independent consultants with extensive 
experience in their fields. The evaluation team will 
comprise a Team Leader, several evaluation special-
ists, one to two regional or national consultants per 
country case study, and a research consultant. 
 The Team Leader will play a lead role during 
all phases of the evaluation and coordinate 
the work of all other team members. S/
he will ensure the quality of the evaluation 
process, outputs, methodology and timely 
delivery of all products. The Team Leader, 
in close collaboration with the other 
evaluation team members, leads the inception 
workshop including the conceptualization 
and design of the evaluation, has primary 
responsibility for the case studies on specific 
global funds and philanthropic foundations, 
and has primary responsibility for shaping the 
findings, conclusions, and recommendations 
of the report.
 A senior expert with extensive knowledge 
of UNDP partnership with global funds, 
philanthropic foundations and other funding 
instruments will conduct an historical review 
of such partnerships, to be included as a 
chapter in the main evaluation report. S/he 
will also advise and support the Team Leader 
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annex 2
evaluation Matrix
Key Evaluation 
Questions
Indicative Sub-Questions Data / information Sources 
and Evaluation Instruments
Relevance
1.1. How relevant/
important is the relation-
ship between UNDP 
and global fund/philan-
thropic foundation (GF/
PF) at global, regional 
and country levels? If the 
relationship is relevant, 
why? If it is not relevant, 
why not?
What is the scale of funding? What proportion does this 
constitute of UNDP’s budget? What proportion of GF/PF 
budget goes to UNDP?
Are there shared values and objectives? For instance, 
gender equality, human development principles, national 
ownership, accountability, transparency etc.
Does the partnership serve the priorities of both 
partners? To what extent do partnership agreements 
between UNDP global funds and philanthropic founda-
tions reflect priorities in the UNDP Strategic Plan?
To what extent do partnership agreements reflect 
national development priorities as articulated in national 
development plans?
Does UNDP have any comparative advantages when 
partnering with GF/PF? If so, what are these? If not, 
what comparative advantages do other organizations 
(multilaterals, NGOs, private companies etc.) have and 
why? 
 - how does unDP’s horizontal structure lend itself 
to the delivery of vertically-oriented (i.e. theme or 
sector-oriented) funds and foundations? 
 - in designing programs with global funds 
and philanthropic foundations how are the 
comparative advantages of unDP observed and 
used, e.g. in designing programs? 
 - to what extent have global funds or philanthropic 
foundations sought to utilize unDP’s comparative 
advantage?
 - to what extent do global funds and philanthropic 
foundations deliberately target unDP by virtue of 
its presence at the county level?
 - how important is unDP’s emphasis on human 
development and gender equality in terms the 
global funds and philanthropic foundations’ 
perception of unDP’s comparative advantages?
• are there any ways in which the organizations are  
not compatible?
• to what extent has risk analysis informed the initiation of 
partnerships? what are the key risks for unDP in partnering 
with a) global funds, and b) philanthropic foundations?
• to what extent do partnership strategies exist between 
unDP and global funds and philanthropic foundations?
• where partnership strategies exist, how have they 
strengthened the relevance of unDP’s work?
• Document review 
(partnership agreements, 
country program 
documents, national 
development plans), meta-
evaluation and analysis
• targeted survey rcs/rrs 
• semi-structured interviews 
with key informants, 
including:
 - senior executives in the 
funds and foundations
 - Key donors and 
multilateral partners
 - unDP stakeholders 
at global level (incl. 
unDP executives and 
management of bera, 
bDP, Policy advisers 
and practice network 
managers)
• targeted survey rcs/rrs 
• semi-structured interviews 
with key informants, 
including:
 - senior executives in the 
funds and foundations
 - Key donors and 
multilateral partners
 - unDP stakeholders 
at global level (incl. 
unDP executives and 
management of bera, 
bDP, Policy advisers 
and practice network 
managers)
 - stakeholders at 
regional and country 
level (incl. Policy 
advisers, selected rcs/
rrs of country case 
studies, development 
partner representatives) 
a n n e x  2 .  e v a l u a t i o n  M a t r i x8 6
Key Evaluation 
Questions
Indicative Sub-Questions Data / information Sources 
and Evaluation Instruments
1.1. How relevant/
important is the relation-
ship between UNDP 
and global fund/philan-
thropic foundation (GF/
PF) at global, regional 
and country levels? If the 
relationship is relevant, 
why? If it is not relevant, 
why not?
• to what extent were partnerships more global in 
nature or more orientated towards specific (country-
level) initiatives? 
• which partnerships can be identified as examples, 
possibly to be replicated, of how a specific strategy 
assisted unDP in improving its delivery mechanism?
• which partnerships can be identified as examples, 
possibly to be replicated, of how a specific strategy 
assisted unDP in improving its delivery mechanism? how 
are the experiences and partnership modalities different 
between global funds and philanthropic foundations?
• to what extent has the decentralized organizational 
model of unDP been successful in promoting strategic 
and relevant partnerships at the global, regional and 
country levels?
1.2. What is UNDP’s 
strategy towards global 
funds and philanthropic 
foundations?
• how has unDP positioned itself vis-à-vis other close 
or regular partners of specific global funds and 
philanthropic foundations? how has unDP sought to 
differentiate itself as a partner of choice?
• has unDP done anything to make itself relevant? Did it 
change its administrative or management procedures 
to facilitate the partnership?
• has unDP decided to take a different kind of approach 
instead, one which seeks to facilitate partnerships 
between Gf/Pf and other players where they are more 
relevant and experienced? how does it work with other 
development actors e.g. other un agencies, does it take 
a cooperative or competitive approach?
• how has unDP facilitated partnership between funds 
and foundations and un country teams, or specific 
country team members, in line with its mandate to 
support the coordination of the united nations system 
at the country level?
• how does unDP see its role in the evolving aid 
architecture? how could it or should it adapt to 
changes in international development i.e. increasing 
fragmentation, new players and donors, and aid being 
delivered through multiple mechanisms rather than 
traditional multilateral routes?
• what does the process of initiating a partnership look 
like? how does unDP identify potential partners and 
based on what need/demand?
• how does unDP identify suitable projects for 
partnerships that are in line with unDP programming 
objectives as well as national development priorities?
• what strategies has unDP applied in fund raising 
efforts towards global funds and philanthropic 
foundations?
• how flexible has unDP been in terms of adapting its 
programmatic or administrative approaches to partners 
in the selected case study countries?
• Document review 
(partnership agreements, 
country program 
documents, national 
development plans),  
meta-evaluation, 
Programme and operations 
Policies and Procedures 
(PaPPs) and analysis
• targeted survey rcs/rrs 
• semi-structured interviews 
with key informants, 
including:
 - senior executives in the 
funds and foundations
 - unDP stakeholders at 
global and regional 
levels
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Key Evaluation 
Questions
Indicative Sub-Questions Data / information Sources 
and Evaluation Instruments
1.3. How has the partner-
ship affected or added 
value to each partner? 
How has the partnership 
with UNDP affected GF/
PF? How has the partner-
ship with GF/PF affected 
UNDP? 
• consider for example, activities, resources, innovative 
and effective approaches, opening up of new business 
areas, policy and program orientation, delivery 
modalities, promotion of un values, lessons learned, 
policy development etc. 
• to what extent do global funds and philanthropic 
foundations consider unDP to have been a change agent?
• to what extent are global funds and philanthropic 
foundations able to identify lessons learned in 
cooperating with unDP that could be replicated?
• to what extent did the modalities and objectives of 
any of the global funds and philanthropic foundations 
change as a result of collaborating with unDP?
• what lessons has unDP learned from working with 
global funds and philanthropic foundations?
• how have these lessons been identified and 
disseminated? what have been some of the 
consequences of lessons learned?
• to what extent did unDP adapt or even significantly 
change its programmatic orientation and 
implementation modalities, particularly at the country 
level, as a result of working with global funds and 
philanthropic foundations? 
• how did changes brought about in unDP through 
cooperation with global funds and philanthropic 
foundations affect the relevance of unDP program 
and projects?
• have partnerships with global funds and philanthropic 
foundations enabled unDP to explore programming in 
sectors and thematic areas that have been considered 
difficult to get access to?
• what evidence is there that partnerships with global funds 
and philanthropic foundations helped unDP in achieving 
its objectives by opening or broadening new avenues?
• to what extent has partnership with global funds 
or philanthropic foundations constrained unDP’s 
programmatic orientation or ability to respond to 
government requests?
• have the partnership with global funds and 
philanthropic foundations supported unDP’s ability 
to promote human development principles including 
gender equality?
• Document review 
(partnership agreements, 
country program 
documents), meta-
evaluation and analysis
• targeted survey rcs/rrs 
• semi-structured interviews 
with key informants, 
including:
 - stakeholders at regional 
and country level 
(incl. Policy advisers, 
selected rcs/rrs of 
country case studies, 
development partner 
representatives)
 - senior executives in the 
funds and foundations
 - unDP stakeholders 
at global level (incl. 
unDP executives and 
management of bera, 
bDP, Policy advisers 
and practice network 
managers)
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Key Evaluation 
Questions
Indicative Sub-Questions Data / information Sources 
and Evaluation Instruments
Effectiveness
2.1. What were the 
partners hoping to 
achieve through this 
partnership? Have 
these hoped for results 
(outcomes) been 
achieved? If so, what are 
they? What evidence is 
there of these results?
• consider effectiveness both from strategic and project 
level. ask interviewees for their overall impression as 
well as documented evidence of lower level results. 
• to what extent has unDP, through its partnership 
with global funds and philanthropic foundations, 
contributed to the achievement of development 
results, in line with programmatic objectives at the 
country level?
• are these results in line with the organizational strategy 
of each partner?
• what has been the contribution of other partners and 
organizations to these results?
• how does unDP’s horizontal structure affect the 
delivery of vertically-oriented (i.e. theme or sector-
oriented) funds and foundations? 
• what positive effects have the outputs delivered under the 
unDP partnerships with global funds and philanthropic 
foundations had on the achievement of outcomes?
• what has been the contribution of other partners and 
organizations to the outcomes? 
• what were the positive, intended or unintended, 
developmental changes brought about by unDP’s 
partnership with global funds and philanthropic 
foundations?
• compared with other, mainstream delivery 
mechanisms, what added value does unDP partnership 
with global funds and philanthropic foundations have 
in contributing towards the achievement of outcomes? 
• to what extent did outcomes achieved through 
partnership with global funds and philanthropic 
foundations benefit women and men equally?
• to what extent has unDP’s partnership with global 
funds and philanthropic foundations contributed 
towards creating conditions in which people’s choices 
in determining their human development were 
enlarged, and their human capabilities and freedoms 
were enhanced?
• Document review 
(partnership agreements, 
project documents, country 
program documents, 
national development 
plans), meta-evaluation and 
financial analysis
• targeted survey rcs/rrs 
• semi-structured interviews 
with key informants, 
including:
 - senior executives in the 
funds and foundations
 - Key donors and 
multilateral partners
 - unDP stakeholders 
at global level (incl. 
unDP executives and 
management of bera, 
bDP, Policy advisers 
and practice network 
managers)
 - implementing partners, 
civil society
 - stakeholders at regional 
and country level 
(incl. Policy advisers, 
selected rcs/rrs of 
country case studies, 
development partner 
representatives)
2.2. What has not worked 
so well? Have these 
partnerships failed 
to deliver anticipated 
results? If so, what are 
they? What evidence 
is there of this lack of 
results? Have there been 
any unintended negative 
consequences?
• what negative effects have the outputs delivered 
under the unDP partnerships with global funds and 
philanthropic foundations had on the achievement of 
outcomes?
• what were the negative unintended, developmental 
changes brought about by unDP’s partnership with 
global funds and philanthropic foundations? 
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Key Evaluation 
Questions
Indicative Sub-Questions Data / information Sources 
and Evaluation Instruments
Efficiency
3.1. What factors have 
influenced whether or 
not the partnerships have 
achieved what they set out 
to do? How efficiently have 
the partnerships operated? 
Consider internal factors 
on both sides e.g. manage-
ment, administration, 
values, coordination, 
resources etc.
• how efficient is unDP’s corporate level management, 
oversight and coordination of these partnerships? 
how appropriate are current arrangements for the 
management and coordination of global funds and 
philanthropic foundations within unDP? links between 
hQ/regional/country levels?
• what are the main transaction costs associated with 
managing the partnership with unDP?
• what amount and type of resources have been 
dedicated to manage partnerships with global funds 
and philanthropic foundations? have the resource levels 
increased/decreased over the course of the past decade? 
• how are risks managed by both partners?
• how do the governance structures of Gf/Pf affect 
partnerships with unDP, and what are the implications 
for transparency and accountability? to what extent 
are the governance structures of global funds and 
philanthropic foundations compatible with those of 
unDP? to what extent do conflicts of interest exist, and 
how have they been resolved?
• how do the governance structures of unDP affect 
partnerships with Gf/Pf, and what are the implications 
for transparency and accountability? 
• in their partnership with unDP, to what extent 
do global funds and philanthropic foundations 
acknowledge that they produce public goods that 
need to be audited evaluated independently on a 
periodic basis? 
• in their partnership with unDP, to what extend 
do global funds and philanthropic foundations 
acknowledge the importance of the Paris Declaration 
and the accra agenda for action (and other relevant 
international aid effectiveness declarations)?
• what type of governance structures in global funds 
and philanthropic foundations has been particularly 
successful in facilitating the delivery of aid programs? 
in any particular sector?
• how timely and cost-effectiveness have these partnerships 
been in terms of delivering high quality outputs? 
• to what extent did the activities implemented under 
the partnership agreements with global funds and 
philanthropic foundations result in the timely and cost-
effective delivery of high-quality outputs?
• to what extent were partnership modalities conducive 
to the efficient delivery of outputs?
• to what extent is unDP viewed as an efficient delivery 
mechanism in a particular country context?
• to what extent are partnership processes and 
results monitored as part of the management of the 
partnerships?
• Document review 
(partnership agreements, 
project documents, country 
program documents, 
national development 
plans), meta-evaluation and 
financial analysis
• targeted survey rcs/rrs 
• semi-structured interviews 
with key informants, 
including:
 - senior executives in the 
funds and foundations
 - Key donors and 
multilateral partners
 - unDP stakeholders 
at global level (incl. 
unDP executives and 
management of bera, 
bDP, Policy advisers 
and practice network 
managers)
 - implementing partners, 
civil society
 - stakeholders at regional 
and country level 
(incl. Policy advisers, 
selected rcs/rrs of 
country case studies, 
development partner 
representatives)
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Key Evaluation 
Questions
Indicative Sub-Questions Data / information Sources 
and Evaluation Instruments
3.1. What factors have 
influenced whether or 
not the partnerships have 
achieved what they set 
out to do? How efficiently 
have the partnerships 
operated? Consider 
internal factors on both 
sides e.g. management, 
administration, values, 
coordination, resources 
etc.
• what incentives are put in place to reward successful 
partnership modalities?
• what is the main transaction costs associated with 
managing these partnerships and how do they compare 
to managing funds from more traditional donors?
• how does unDP manage risk associated with these 
partnerships?
• to what extent do unDP activities and outputs 
promote human development concerns, including 
gender equality?
3.2. What monitoring and 
reporting systems are there 
for activities implemented 
through the partner-
ships both at global and 
country levels? Were these 
mechanisms efficient? 
Were there any gaps?
• to what extent have monitoring and reporting 
systems been established at the global and country 
levels to track unDP’s partnership with global funds 
and philanthropic foundations, in particular the 
achievement of outputs and the progress made in 
contributing towards the achievement of results?
• have efforts been made to establish joint monitoring 
and reporting systems?
• to what extent have governmental counterparts been 
involved in the establishment of monitoring systems, 
especially at the outcome level?
• to what extent are adequate criteria being formulated 
to allow for meaningful monitoring and evaluation 
of partnerships between unDP and global funds and 
philanthropic foundations?
• to what extent have M&e been allowed to play a 
significant role in terms of how these partnerships are 
managed and their strategic direction?
• Document review 
(partnership agreements, 
project documents, country 
program documents, 
national development 
plans), meta-evaluation and 
financial analysis
• targeted survey rcs/rrs 
• semi-structured interviews 
with key informants, 
including:
• senior executives in the 
funds and foundations
• Key donors and multilateral 
partners
• unDP stakeholders 
at global level (incl. 
unDP executives and 
management of bera, bDP, 
Policy advisers and practice 
network managers)
• implementing partners, 
civil society stakeholders 
at regional and country 
level (incl. Policy advisers, 
selected rcs/rrs of country 
case studies, development 
partner representatives)
Sustainability
4.1. How is the issue of 
sustainability taken into 
account in the partnerships 
between UNDP and GF/PF?
• is sustainability of the partnership itself a relevant 
concern and an end in itself?
• how is sustainability factored into programs and activities?
• how is sustainability addressed in the context of 
ongoing partnerships?
• have mechanisms been established to ensure a 
sustainable focus on human development concerns, 
including gender equality?
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Key Evaluation 
Questions
Indicative Sub-Questions Data / information Sources 
and Evaluation Instruments
4.1. How is the issue of 
sustainability taken into 
account in the partner-
ships between UNDP and 
GF/PF?
• what exit strategies have unDP developed in 
cooperation with global funds and philanthropic 
foundations?
• to what extent do global funds and philanthropic 
foundations explicitly promote sustainability in their 
cooperation with unDP, and what have the experiences 
been in this regard?
• to what extent is hand-over to governments preceded 
by capacity development programs? what examples 
are there for the up-scaling of programs or projects 
implemented in partnership with global funds and 
philanthropic foundations?
• Document review 
(partnership agreements, 
project documents, country 
program documents, 
national development 
plans), meta-evaluation and 
financial analysis
• targeted survey rcs/rrs 
• semi-structured interviews 
with key informants, 
including:
 - senior executives in the 
funds and foundations
 - Key donors and 
multilateral partners
 - unDP stakeholders 
at global level (incl. 
unDP executives and 
management of bera, 
bDP, Policy advisers 
and practice network 
managers)
 - implementing partners, 
civil society
 - stakeholders at regional 
and country level 
(incl. Policy advisers, 
selected rcs/rrs of 
country case studies, 
development partner 
representatives)
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annex 3
countries revieweD
Countries ADR Review Country Case 
Study
Supplementary 
Review
Regional Bureau for Africa 
1 Angola X
2 Benin X
3 Botswana X
4 Burkina Faso X X
5 Congo X
6 Eritrea
7 Ethiopia
8 Ghana X
9 Kenya
10 Liberia X
11 Malawi X
12 Mali X
13 Mauritius X
14 Mozambique X
15 Namibia X
16 Nigeria X
17 Rwanda X
18 Senegal X X
19 Seychelles X
20 Somalia X
21 South Africa X
22 Sudan X
23 Tanzania
24 Togo
25 Uganda X
26 Zambia X
27 Zimbabwe X
Regional Bureau for Asia and the Pacific
28 Bangladesh XX
29 China XX
30 Fiji
31 India X
32 Indonesia X
33 Iran X
34 Lao, PDR XX
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Countries ADR Review Country Case 
Study
Supplementary 
Review
35 Malaysia X
36 Pakistan
37 Philippines X
38 Afghanistan X
39 Bhutan X
40 Maldives X X
41 Mongolia X
42 Nepal
43 Papua New Guinea X
44 Sri Lanka
45 Thailand X
46 Vietnam X
Regional Bureau for Arab States
47 Egypt X
48 Iraq
49 Jordan X X
50 Lebanon X
51 Libya
52 Morocco X
53 Syria X
54 United Arab Emirates X
55 West Bank and Gaza Strip
56 Yemen X
Regional Bureau for Eastern Europe and the Commonwealth Independent States
57 Albania
58 Belarus X
59 Bosnia and Herzegovina X X
60 Bulgaria X X
61 Georgia X
62 Kyrgyzstan
63 Moldova, Rep X
64 Montenegro X
65 Russia
66 Serbia X
67 Tajikistan X X
68 Turkey XX
69 Ukraine X
70 Uzbekistan X
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Countries ADR Review Country Case 
Study
Supplementary 
Review
Regional Bureau for Latin American and the Caribbean
71 Argentina X
72 Barbados X
73 Bolivia X
74 Brazil X
75 Cambodia X
76 Chile X X
77 Colombia X
78 Costa Rica
79 Ecuador X
80 El Salvador X
81 Guatemala X
82 Guyana X
83 Honduras X X
84 Jamaica XX
85 Mexico
86 Nicaragua X
87 Peru X
88 Venezuela
Total (All Regions) 61 13 10
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annex 4
contributions to unDP 2004-2010
 (in millions of US dollars) 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010
Core resourcesa 842.1 923.4 923.8 1,119.0 1,097.1 1,013.6 967.1
Non-core resourcesa 2,943.9 3,599.7 3,517.3 3,564.5 3,633.4 3,640.6 4,045.7
Top 5 Bilateral Donors*b 520.0 625.0 630.0 612.0 835.0 833.0 1,145.0
Japan 93.0 136.0 156.0 85.0 197.0 242.0 358.0
United States 144.0 147.0 128.0 104.0 204.0 193.0 324.0
United Kingdom 162.0 175.0 200.0 208.0 189.0 191.0 191.0
Norway 74.0 89.0 82.0 123.0 118.0 133.0 162.0
Canada 47.0 78.0 64.0 92.0 127.0 74.0 110.0
European Union/European Commissionb 245.0 441.0 357.0 317.0 353.0 404.0 420.0
Specific Global Fundsc 244.2 544.4 443.4 432.9 465.2 633.0 657.1
Global Fund to Fight Aids, Tuberculosis 
and Malaria (GFATM)
95.5 204.9 159.5 153.8 244.5 340.2 370.2
Trust Fund for the Global Environment 
Facility (GEF)
107.5 295.6 270.3 268.1 196.3 277.1 261.6
Multilateral Fund for the 
Implementation of the Montreal 
Protocol
41.2 43.9 13.6 11.0 24.5 15.7 25.3
Specific Foundations*d 13.6 16.0 18.1 11.7 10.3 15.5 10.1
Bill and Melinda Gates Foundation 0.6 0.7 5.3 0.9 9.3 4.2
Open Society Institute (NY) 0.4 0.0 1.7 0.5 2.3 0.6 3.4
United Nations Fund for International 
Partnership Turner Foundation
10.6 14.6 15.9 3.4 1.6 2.1 1.0
Ford Foundation 0.4 0.3 0.2 0.6 0.3 0.4 0.9
Soros Foundation Network 1.0 0.3 0.4 0.2 0.4 0.0 0.4
The Rockefeller Foundation 0.1 0.7 0.2
Al Maktoum Foundation 2.3 1.5  - 
Khalifa bin Zayed Al Nehayan 
Foundation
2.2 0.6  - 
ZAYED Foundatione 0.5 0.1 1.6 0.5 0.3  - 
UN Foundation 0.0 0.1  (0.1)  - 
Total Contributiona 3,786.1 4,523.1 4,441.0 4,683.5 4,730.5 4,654.2 5,012.8 
Source: UNDP
a. Figures are based on the 2001-2010 Annual Review of the Financial Situation and only include Trust Funds and Cost Sharing.
b. Figures are based on the 2004-2010 Financial Highlights of the Annual Review of the Financial Situation and include Trust Funds, 
Cost Sharing, MSA and JPO.
c. GFATM 2004-2010 figures are based on the General Ledger (GL). The Trust Fund for the Global Environment Facility (GEF) and MLF  
for the Implementation of the Montreal Protocol figures are based on the 2004-2010 Schedule 5: Trust Funds Established by UNDP.
d.  Figures from 2004 to 2009 are based on the OBIEE database (only Cost Sharing and Trust Funds). 2010 Figures are based on the  
Fund Balance Report (only Cost Sharing and Trust Funds).
e. The Zayed Bin Sulthan Al Nahayan, Charitable and Humanitarian Foundation.
* Top five Bilateral Donors (countries) and the mentioned Foundations are ranked on the basis of 2010 Other (Non-core)  
Resources contributions.
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annex 5
contributions to  
unDP country offices
froM Global funDs anD PhilanthroPic founDations 2001-2010  
(in us Dollars)
Country GFATM GEF MLF Gates 
Foundation
Open Society 
Institute
Total 
Funding
Regional Bureau for Africa 
Angola 132,021,113 2,564,000 97,000 0 0 134,682,113
Benin 23,401,482 1,947,000 136,546 0 0 25,485,028
Botswana 0 11,360,185 1 0 0 11,360,186
Burkina Faso 23,709,998 12,327,273 124,841 2,459,566 0 38,621,678
Burundi 0 1,886,590 326,567 0 0 2,213,157
Cape Verde 0 7,450,600 99,400 0 0 7,550,000
Central African 
Republic
51,789,925 2,079,182 0 0 0 53,869,107
Chad 35,881,395 3,256,091 555,694 0 0 39,693,180
Comoros 0 912,400 75,000 0 0 987,400
Congo 0 488,600 133,245 0 0 621,845
Congo, DR 319,466,383 1,375,525 2,151,492 0 0 322,993,400
Côte d’Ivoire 26,748,439 200,000 0 0 0 26,948,439
Equatorial 
Guinea
9,824,836 1,843,182 0 0 0 11,668,018
Eritrea 0 4,240,561 0 0 0 4,240,561
Ethiopia 0 13,113,600 0 0 0 13,113,600
Gabon 19,830,418 1,629,090 187,277 0 0 21,646,785
Gambia 0 100,000 226,760 0 0 326,760
Ghana 0 7,233,427 1,960,756 0 0 9,194,183
Guinea 0 4,220,000 69,890 0 0 4,289,890
Guinea-Bissau 5,968,840 2,168,980 307,900 0 0 8,445,720
Kenya 0 13,230,734 966,052 0 0 14,196,786
Lesotho 0 4,599,500 0 0 0 4,599,500
Liberia 73,623,566 475,000 143,383 0 2,999,950 77,241,899
Madagascar 0 12,807,630 0 0 0 12,807,630
Malawi 0 2,940,140 3,172,824 0 0 6,112,964
Mali 0 5,712,000 497,096 2,852,506 0 9,061,602
Mauritania 14,383,694 1,250,000 367,995 0 0 16,001,689
Mauritius 0 10,078,134 0 0 0 10,078,134
Mozambique 0 5,000,000 117,500 0 0 5,117,500
Namibia 0 31,667,000 0 0 0 31,667,000
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Country GFATM GEF MLF Gates 
Foundation
Open Society 
Institute
Total 
Funding
Niger 25,842,622 11,111,364 101,092 0 0 37,055,078
Nigeria 0 11,234,273 19,393,925 0 451,444 31,079,642
Rwanda 0 6,784,500 299,310 0 0 7,083,810
Sao Tome and 
Principe
9,989,070 590,000 125,000 0 0 10,704,070
Senegal 0 18,888,159 0 2,821,240 0 21,709,399
Seychelles 0 10,373,045 0 0 0 10,373,045
Sierra Leone 0 300,000 365,478 0 0 665,478
Somalia 0 0 0 0 0 0
South Africa 0 42,707,303 0 0 0 42,707,303
Swaziland 0 427,100 166,500 0 0 593,600
Tanzania 0 22,378,679 513,134 0 0 22,891,813
Togo 46,244,902 1,917,727 455,288 0 0 48,617,917
Uganda 0 6,200,730 0 0 0 6,200,730
Zambia 31,120,310 6,724,000 109,000 0 0 37,953,310
Zimbabwe 258,594,909 1,064,000 109,000 0 0 259,767,909
Regional Bureau for Asia and the Pacific
Afghanistan 0 25,000 0 0 0 25,000
Bangladesh 0 4,118,075 6,009,069 0 0 10,127,144
Bhutan 0 5,516,085 99,694 0 0 5,615,779
Brunei 
Darussalam
0 0 415,000 0 0 415,000
Cambodia 0 10,082,072 1,155,829 0 0 11,237,900
China 0 107,207,427 73,718,844 0 0 180,926,271
Cook Islands 0 1,161,750 0 0 0 1,161,750
East Timor 0 225,000 0 0 0 225,000
Fiji 0 1,487,500 281,255 0 0 1,768,755
India 0 71,517,469 36,855,962 0 0 108,373,431
Indonesia 0 14,835,500 14,853,019 0 0 29,688,519
Iran 43,485,836 17,520,600 11,984,892 0 0 72,991,328
Kiribati 0 670,000 0 0 0 670,000
Korea DPR 0 1,951,123 0 0 0 1,951,123
Korea ROK 0 2,473,405 0 0 0 2,473,405
Lao, PDR 0 3,219,545 184,095 0 0 3,403,640
Malaysia 0 29,644,200 5,367,463 0 0 35,011,663
Maldives 4,142,457 3,395,100 606,560 0 0 8,144,117
Marshall Islands 0 1,915,000 0 0 0 1,915,000
Micronesia 0 836,000 0 0 0 836,000
Mongolia 0 6,037,630 133,600 0 0 6,171,230
Myanmar 10,665,582 0 20,000 0 0 10,685,582
Nauru 0 623,000 0 0 0 623,000
Nepal 11,670,363 5,752,173 286,636 0 0 17,709,172
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Country GFATM GEF MLF Gates 
Foundation
Open Society 
Institute
Total 
Funding
Niue 0 780,000 0 0 0 780,000
Pakistan 0 26,665,182 1,577,952 0 0 28,243,134
Palau 0 1,580,000 0 0 0 1,580,000
Papua New 
Guinea
0 10,992,000 0 0 0 10,992,000
Philippines 0 18,169,205 239,589 0 52,973 18,461,767
Samoa 0 1,757,500 75,000 0 0 1,832,500
Solomon Islands 0 670,000 0 0 0 670,000
Sri Lanka 0 3,390,250 1,978,907 0 0 5,369,157
Thailand 0 14,786,790 543,491 0 0 15,330,281
Timor 0 776,450 0 0 0 776,450
Tonga 0 755,000 0 0 0 755,000
Tuvalu 0 702,000 0 0 0 702,000
Vanuatu 0 1,190,910 0 0 0 1,190,910
Vietnam 0 25,242,390 570,976 0 0 25,813,366
Regional Bureau for Arab States
Algeria 0 9,547,762 0 0 0 9,547,762
Bahrain 0 0 682,244 0 0 682,244
Djibouti 0 2,225,500 335,463 0 0 2,560,963
Egypt 0 20,718,150 2,383,106 0 0 23,101,256
Iraq 27,324,091 0 0 0 0 27,324,091
Jordan 0 5,312,500 0 0 0 5,312,500
Lebanon 0 2,780,000 6,741,689 0 0 9,521,689
Libya 0 200,000 1,433,122 0 0 1,633,122
Morocco 0 9,457,645 135,218 0 0 9,592,863
Oman 0 450,000 0 0 0 450,000
Saudi Arabia 0 365,000 0 0 0 365,000
Sudan 328,335,498 5,762,000 0 0 0 334,097,498
Syria 7,377,125 7,631,850 4,165,041 0 0 19,174,016
Tunisia 0 2,880,000 0 0 0 2,880,000
West Bank and 
Gaza Strip
6,247,276 0 0 0 0 6,247,276
Yemen 10,568,459 1,645,000 1,485,796 0 0 13,699,255
Regional Bureau for Europe and the Commonwealth of Independent States
Albania 0 3,369,900 0 0 418,242 3,788,142
Armenia 0 9,738,641 380,661 0 113,063 10,232,365
Azerbaijan 0 1,136,216 0 0 643,152 1,779,368
Belarus 58,937,513 13,887,904 0 0 0 72,825,417
Bosnia and 
Herzegovina
38,230,417 2,386,850 0 0 1,153,848 41,771,115
Bulgaria 0 7,556,662 0 4,978,208 59,965 12,594,835
Croatia 0 7,409,500 1 0 0 7,409,501
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Country GFATM GEF MLF Gates 
Foundation
Open Society 
Institute
Total 
Funding
Czech Republic 0 2,194,300 0 0 0 2,194,300
Georgia 0 10,299,294 698,131 0 999,961 11,997,386
Hungary 0 1,954,000 0 0 0 1,954,000
Kazakhstan 0 29,055,715 0 0 50,000 29,105,715
Kyrgyzstan 7,800,230 5,047,000 1,179,502 0 1,813,031 15,839,763
Latvia 0 5,413,816 0 0 0 5,413,816
Lithuania 0 5,052,300 0 0 0 5,052,300
Macedonia 0 1,740,400 0 0 334,949 2,075,349
Malta 0 106,500 0 0 0 106,500
Moldova, Rep 0 1,799,500 630,492 0 2,206,543 4,636,535
Montenegro 7,858,890 3,503,393 0 0 0 11,362,283
Poland 0 7,242,618 0 0 281,764 7,524,382
Romania 0 7,239,987 0 0 99,481 7,339,468
Russia 0 75,268,566 0 0 0 75,268,566
Serbia 0 2,065,000 0 0 55,773 2,120,773
Slovak Republic 0 16,255,580 0 0 0 16,255,580
Slovenia 0 295,000 0 0 0 295,000
Tajikistan 76,239,025 8,654,000 0 0 130,551 85,023,576
Turkey 0 12,973,998 165,000 0 0 13,138,998
Turkmenistan 5,882,725 6,136,900 0 0 0 12,019,625
Ukraine 452,948 14,663,340 0 0 0 15,116,288
Uzbekistan 0 7,020,926 0 0 72,618 7,093,544
Regional Bureau for Latin America and the Caribbean
Antigua & 
Barbuda
0 3,825,210 0 0 0 3,825,210
Argentina 9,394,119 18,632,769 8,792,237 0 0 36,819,125
Bahamas 0 515,500 1 0 0 515,501
Barbados 0 535,000 236,761 0 0 771,761
Belize 2,860,848 3,666,200 393,629 0 0 6,920,677
Bolivia 17,857,624 6,046,248 948,207 0 0 24,852,079
Brazil 0 37,092,000 46,171,711 0 0 83,263,711
Chile 0 21,988,917 2,935,405 0 0 24,924,322
Colombia 0 19,532,454 15,663,414 0 0 35,195,868
Costa Rica 0 8,636,557 7,735,246 0 0 16,371,803
Cuba 67,477,562 28,488,185 10,242,933 0 0 106,208,680
Dominica 0 733,570 103,000 0 0 836,570
Dominican 
Republic
0 9,163,419 2,675,629 0 0 11,839,048
Ecuador 0 11,635,986 0 0 0 11,635,986
El Salvador 39,927,314 4,334,845 1,087,182 0 49,941 45,399,282
Grenada 0 966,000 153,400 0 0 1,119,400
Guatemala 0 6,028,137 264,000 0 634,982 6,927,119
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Country GFATM GEF MLF Gates 
Foundation
Open Society 
Institute
Total 
Funding
Guyana 0 512,000 229,988 0 0 741,988
Haiti 46,487,643 3,748,273 429,656 0 0 50,665,572
Honduras 39,873,143 12,692,427 163,000 0 0 52,728,570
Jamaica 0 5,362,138 310,000 0 0 5,672,138
Mexico 0 23,765,184 6,094,376 0 0 29,859,560
Nicaragua 0 15,557,223 463,878 0 0 16,021,101
Panama 553,817 2,308,636 1,158,152 0 0 4,020,605
Paraguay 0 960,000 1,235,738 0 0 2,195,738
Peru 0 12,951,947 1,104,147 0 172,767 14,228,861
Saint Kitts and 
Nevis
0 935,000 105,000 0 0 1,040,000
Saint Lucia 0 535,000 0 0 0 535,000
Saint Vincent and 
the Grenadines
0 866,000 128,000 0 0 994,000
Suriname 0 1,647,800 493,180 0 0 2,140,980
Trinidad and 
Tobago
0 970,500 920,795 0 0 1,891,295
Uruguay 0 7,507,550 2,001,366 0 0 9,508,916
Venezuela 0 28,196,310 1,663,982 0 0 29,860,292
TOTAL 1,978,092,406 1,345,308,833 324,632,258 13,111,520 12,794,998 3,673,940,014
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Seyedi, Bahareh, Sustainable Energy and 
Programme Analyst, Montreal Protocol Unit
Takada, Minoru, Head, Sustainable  
Energy Programme
Tyrkku, Klaus, Programme Specialist, Montreal 
Protocol Unit
Van Engel, Jacques, Programme Adviser, 
Montreal Protocol Unit
Vandeweerd, Veerle, Director, Environment  
and Energy Group
Bureau for External Relations and Advocacy
Bouadze, Levan, Chief, Management  
Support Unit 
Jackelen, Henry, Director, Private Sector Division
Kaag, Sigrid, Assistant Administrator and 
Director Partnership Bureau
Muttukumaru, Romesh, Deputy Assistant 
Administrator and Deputy Director
Mzyk, Karolina, Programme Specialist, Private 
Sector Division
Reyes, Madelaine, Finance Associate, Division 
of UN Foundation Affairs
Sinha, Lena, former Director, Division of  
United Nations Foundation Affairs
Bureau of Management 
Aklilu, Bisrat, Executive Coordinator,  
Multi-Donor Trust Fund Office
Fernandez, Lina, Management Adviser
Hurez, Sylvie, Consultant
Inaba, Mitsuhiko, Finance Analysis Adviser
Keijzers, Henriette, Deputy Director,  
Multi-Donor Trust Fund Office
heaDquarters anD other central 
offices: unDP anD Partners
new yorK
Bureau for Crisis Prevention and Recovery 
Venancio, Moises, Policy Adviser,  
Strategic Planning
Bureau for Development Policy 
Bennet, Nancy, Results Management Adviser, 
Global Environment Facility Directorate
Burton, Tracey, Senior Programme Adviser, 
GFATM Unit
Carvalho, Suely, Principal Technical Adviser  
and Chief, Montreal Protocol Unit
Cauvin, Linda, Deputy Chief, Montreal  
Protocol Unit
Dallo, Jose, Programme Specialist
Friederichs, Laura, Programme Specialist, 
GFATM Unit
Gardner, Douglas, Deputy Assistant 
Administrator
Glemarec, Yannick, Executive Director,  
Global Environment FacilityDirectorate
Hough, John, (Former) Deputy Executive 
Director, Global Environment  
Facility Directorate
Janjua, Harinder, Consultant, GFATM Unit
Nganga, Loise, Finance Specialist, Montreal 
Protocol Unit
O’Malley, Jeffrey, Director, HIV/AIDS Group
Reimov, Ajiniyaz, Programme and Research 
Analyst, Montreal Protocol Unit
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Machoka, Penina, Legal Adviser,  
Legal Support Office
Ng, Jonathan, Quality Assurance and Audit 
Adviser, Office of Assistant Administrator
Olivier, Gael, Legal Specialist, Legal  
Support Office 
Orr, Simon, Chief, Accounts Division
Shah, Darshak, Deputy Director and Chief 
Finance Officer
Shemirani, Farnaz, Database Expert/Programme 
Associate, Multi-Donor Trust Fund Office
Singh, Vikram, Policy Specialist
Office of Audit and Investigations 
Ikiara, Zachary, Audit Specialist
Khoury, Antoine, Deputy Director
Ogino, Yuichiro, Chief, Headquarters  
Audit Section
Regional Bureau for Africa 
Baffour, Violet, Special Assistant to the Director
Cisse, Babacar, Deputy Director
Coulibaly, Siaka, Policy and Strategy Division, 
Policy Specialist
Fuentes, Ricardo, Economics Adviser (Human 
Development)
Gajraj, Priya, Adviser, Office of Director 
Nanthikesan, Suppiramaniam, Evaluation 
Adviser, Policy and Strategy Division
Sissoko, Mariam, Adviser
Regional Bureau for Arab States
Abdellatif, Adel, Chief of RBAS  
Regional Programme
Al-Khatib, Dima, Regional  
Programme Adviser
Siao, Susanne K., Partnerships and Resource 
Mobilization Adviser
Regional Bureau for Europe and the 
Commonwealth of Independent States 
Gjuzi, Albana, Programme Specialist, Office of 
Assistant Administrator
Harfst, Jan, Chief, Country Cluster
Kazana, Joanna, Chief, Office of Assistant 
Administrator
Tursaliev, Sanjar, Programme Specialist, Office 
of Assistant Administrator
Xu, Haoliang, Deputy Assistant Administrator
Regional Bureau for Latin America  
and the Caribbean 
Bauza, Soledad, Programme Specialist, 
Oversight and Support
Benitez, Carlos, Programme Specialist, 
Oversight and Support
Procurement Unit, Copenhagen
Pontré, Jacqueline, Procurement Adviser
Kavaliova, Sviatlana, Procurement Specialist
Other
Krishnan, Venkatachalam, Chief of Operations, 
United Nations Office for Partnerships
Petersen, Soren, Senior Officer, United Nations 
Global Compact
Rich, Roland, Officer-in-Charge, United 
Nations Office for Partnerships
Calvin, Kathy, Chief Executive Officer, United 
nations Foundation
Grady, Heather, Vice President, Foundation 
Initiatives, Rockefeller Foundation
Macpherson, Nancy, Managing Director, 
Evaluation, Rockefeller Foundation
Myers, Susan, Vice President, UN Foundation
Richter, Anthony, Associate Director of Open 
Society Foundation, Open Society Institute
Vickers, George, Director of International 
Operations, Open Society Institute
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PanaMa
UNDP Regional Service Centre, 
Latin America and the Caribbean
Coles de Negret, Helen, Senior Technical 
Adviser, Biodiversity and Ecosystems and 
Regional Technical Adviser for the Southern 
Cone Sub-Region of Latin America  
and the Caribbean, Environment and 
Energy Practice
Justiniano, Freddy, Director a.i.
Mattila, Inka, Evaluation Specialist
Ruiz Villafranca, David, HIV/AIDS Policy 
Specialist, HIV/AIDS Practice
washinGton D.c.
Global Environment Facility
Carugi, Carlo, Senior Evaluation Officer,  
Office of Evaluation
Laperrierre, Andre, Deputy CEO, Front Office 
Negi, Neeraj Kumar, Evaluation Officer,  
Office of Evaluation
Ramankutty, Ramesh, Head of Operations and 
Business Strategy, Operation and Business 
Strategy Division 
Toure, Sekou, Conflict Resolution 
Commissioner, Front Office
Van den Berg, Rob, Director of  
Evaluation, Office of Evaluation,  
Global Evaluation Fund 
Van Dyke, Brennan, CEO Senior Adviser,  
Front Office
Open Society Institute 
Amosum, Akwe, Director of Africa Advocacy
The World Bank Group
Aghumian, Anna, Country Corporate  
and Global Evaluations, Independent 
Evaluation Group
Geneva 
UNDP 
Björkman, Håkan, Manager,  
UNDP-GFATM Unit, Bureau for 
Development Policy
Fuleihan, Nadia, Policy Specialist  
HIV/AIDS, UNDP-GFATM Unit,  
Bureau for Development Policy
GFATM Secretariat
Ananaba, Alozie, Fund Portfolio Manager
Benn, Christoph, Cluster Director, External 
Relations and Partnerships
Eli Eltom, Akram, Unit Director, Partnerships 
Lwin, Sandii, Manager, Bilateral and 
Multilateral Partnerships 
Creac’h, Philippe, Fund Portfolio Manager
Lansang, Mary Ann, Unit Director, Knowledge 
Management and M&E Unit (a. i.) 
Puvimanasinghe, John, Manager, M&E 
Team Asia
Pedrosa, Lilian, Programme Officer
Weber, Urban, Unit Director, Asia, Europe, 
Latin America and the Caribbean 
Other 
Banda, Mazuwa Andrew, HIV/AIDS 
Department, World Health Organization
Kakkattil, Pradeep, Chief, Aid Effectiveness and 
Country Capacity Division, UNAIDS
Nitzsche-Bell, Anja, Team Leader, Global 
Financing Mechanisms and Impact Unit, 
UNAIDS
Villeneuve, Pascal, Associate Director 
(Programme Partnerships), Division  
of Programmes, United Nations  
Children’s Fund
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Mitchell, Arlene, Interim Deputy Director, 
Global Development/Agricultural 
Development, Seattle
Nelson, Jodi, Director, Impact Planning and 
Improvement, Gates Foundation, Seattle
Oswald, Siri, Programme Officer, Global 
Development/Global Libraries, Seattle
Steiner, Roy, Deputy Director for  
Agriculture, Seattle
Suzman, Mark, Director, Global Development 
Policy and Advocacy, Washington D.C.
Wilkinshaw, Brady, Associate Programme  
Officer, Seattle
MLF Secretariat, Montreal
Ganem, Eduardo, Deputy Chief Officer
Nolan, Maria, Chief Officer
Reed, Andrew, Senior Economic Affairs Officer
United Nations Industrial Development 
Organization, Vienna
Ahmed, Si, Director, MLF Project Department
Anestis, Georgios, Head of Environmental Projects
country case stuDies
anGola
UNDP
Carvalho, Kamia, Head of Poverty Desk
Cooper, Mario, HIV/AIDS Specialist
Harbour, Samuel, Country Director
Maquina, Roberto, GFATM Focal Point
Nascimento, Gabriela Do, GEF Focal Point
Ribeiro, Maria Do Valle, Resident 
Representative
Government 
Belchior da Silva, Jose, National Director of 
Health Services, Angolan Armed Forces
Antsilevich Natalia, Financial Officer, 
Department of Multilateral Trusteeship  
and Innovative Financing
Basu, Priya, Manager, Department of 
Multilateral Trusteeship and Innovative 
Finance
Bishop, Veronique, Senior Financial Specialist, 
Department of Multilateral Trusteeship and 
Innovative Finance
Gerrard, Christopher D., Lead Evaluation 
Officer, Corporate Global and Methods, 
Independent Evaluation Group
Grey, Cheryl, Director, Independent  
Evaluation Group
Kelly, Lauren, Resource Management Specialist, 
Independent Evaluation Group
McAdams, Susan, Director, Department  
of Multilateral Trusteeship and  
Innovative Finance
Shepardson, Karin, GEF Executive Coordinator 
and Team Leader POPs/Montreal Protocol 
Operations, Environment Department
Sundberg, Mark, Manager, Corporate 
Evaluation and Methods, Independent 
Evaluation Group
Thomas, Vinod, Senior-Vice President and 
Director General, Independent  
Evaluation Group
Valeriu Cebotari, Alexandra, Senior Financial 
Specialist, Department of Multilateral 
trusteeship and Innovative Finance
other
Convention on Biological Diversity, 
Montreal 
Ravi Sharma, Principle Officer, Implementation 
and Technical Support
Gates Foundation
Bertozzi, Stef, Director for HIV and 
Tuberculosis, Seattle
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Government
Rachevski, Alexander, Head of International 
Relations Unit, Ministry of Natural 
Resources, and Environmental Protection of 
the Republic of Belarus
Other
Fenchuk, Victor, Executive Director, 
Environmental NGO
Ruzanov, Dmitriy, Head of TB and 
Pulmonology Chair, Gomel State Medical 
University 
Subtselnij, Dmitriy, Director of Belarussian 
Association of UNESCO Clubs
burKina faso
UNDP
Bounkoungou, Victor, Tuberculosis Programme 
Officer, Programme d’Appui au Monde 
Associatif et Communautaire
Coulibaly, Clarisse, Programme Officer, 
Environment
Cyimana, Ingrid, Country Director
Kabré, Saidou, Coordinator, GFATM  
Finance Unit 
Karorero, Pascal, Resident Representative
Kere Sosthène, Programme Officer, Programme 
d’Appui au Monde Associatif et 
Communautaire
Kologo, Boureima, Operation Director, 
Programme d’Appui au Monde Associatif  
et Communautaire
Lougué, Marcel, Coordinator, a. i.,  
Programme d’Appui au Monde Associatif  
et Communautaire
Mamadou, Dao, Programme Officer, Prevention, 
Programme d’Appui au Monde Associatif  
et Communautaire
Ouattara, Anne Marie, Programme Officer, 
Programme d’Appui au Monde Associatif  
et Communautaire
Coelho, Antonio, Executive Secretary, ANASO 
National Network of NGOs
Conesta, Natalia, Country Director, CUAMM
Frimpong, Nana, Country Director, PSI Angola
Gomes da Silva, Filomena, Ministry of Health, 
General Director
Matias, Antonio, GEF/OFP political and MLF 
Focal Point, Ministry of Environment
Ribeiro, Antonia, Administrator, National 
Malaria Control, Ministry of Health
Romero, Jorge, Ministry of Health, GFATM 
Technical Unit, Adviser to the Technical 
Unity of GFATM
Salvador, Aurora dos Santos, HIV and AIDS 
focal point, Ministry of Education
Samuel, Pedro, Deputy National Director, 
Ministry of Environment
Serrano, Ducelin, Manager, National Institute to 
Fight AIDS, Ministry of Health
Serrano, Ducelina, Director, National Institute 
to fight AIDS, Ministry of Health
Suzana, Elsa, Malaria and HIV Focal Point, 
Ministry of Social Reintegration
Waya, Evaristo, Member, ANASO National 
Network of NGOs
Other
Vanormelingen, Koen, Resident  
Representative, UNICEF
belarus
UNDP
Choulba, Igor, GEF Programme Manager
Garakhanov, Farid, Deputy Resident 
Representative
Kuzmianok, Olga, Head of Business Unit, 
GFATM Grants Implementation Unit
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Other
Bagnomboé, Bakiono, Coalition of Burkina 
Networks and Associations for AIDS 
Control and Health Promotion 
Bazie, Babou (Dr.), HIV/AIDS Programme 
Officer, World Health Organization 
Chantal Kambire (Dr.), Programme Officer, 
Malaria and Measles, World Health 
Organization
Congo, Rosalie, Coordinator, FEM  
NGO Project
Moumini, Savadogo, Head of Programme 
Burkina, International Union for the 
Conservation of Nature
Nikiéma, Emmanuel, Sr. Natural Resource 
Specialist, World Bank
Saloucou, Reine Lydia, Executive Director, 
Initiative Privée et Communautaire de lutte 
contre le VIH/SIDA 
Somda, Erik, Vice President, Represent  
Civil Society, GFATM Country 
Coordination Mechanism
Soudré, Robert, President, GFATM Country 
Coordination Mechanism
Tiendrébéogo, Issouf, President, Coalition of 
Burkina Networks and Associations for 
AIDS Control and Health Promotion 
Zomodo, Lucie, Bilingual Secretary, GFATM 
Country Coordination Mechanism
bolivia
Araujo, Eduardo, Director of Executing Unit  
for Tuberculosis and Malaria, UNDP 
Calderón, Gonzalo, Programme  
Director, UNDP
Mier, Enrique, Focal Point Ozone Unit,  
MMA, UNDP
Panales, Elisa, Director, FAO
Provides, Claudio, Deputy Director, UNDP
Lheris, Christian, Administrator, UNOPS
Pangah, Mariam, Deputy Resident 
Representative
Tapsoba, Andre, GFATM Administration  
and Finance Unit
Traoré, Wamarou, Coordinator, GFATM Unit
Waogo, Emmanuel, Administration and  
Finance Officer, Programme d’Appui au 
Monde Associatif et Communautaire
Yameogo, Eliane, Administrative Assistant, 
Programme d’Appui au Monde Associatif  
et Communautaire
Government
Bangré, Fréderic, Financial Associate
Fidalgo, Tania, HIV Programme Manager
Honadia, Mamadou, Permanent Secretary, 
National Council for Environment and 
Sustainable Development, Ministry of 
Environment and Sustainable Development 
Kaboré, Alexis, National Climate  
Change Adviser
Kéita, Tahirou, HIV Programme Manager
Millogo, Brice, HIV Programme Manager
Rouamba, Adma, National Coordinator, Multi-
Functional Platform Programme 
Sawadogo, Armande, Programme Officer,  
MFP Focal Point
Sawadogo, Prosper, General Manager, Nature 
Conservation Department
SawadogoBobodo, Blaise, National Action 
Programme for the Adaptation to the 
Variability and Changes of the Climate
Tiendrébéogo, Léonard, Financial Assistant, 
Programme d’Appui au Monde Associatif  
et Communautaire
Tiendrébéogo, Joseph André, Permanent 
Secretary, Permanent Secretariat of National 
Council to Fight Against HIV/AIDS 
Yameogo, Zitibmi Albert, Administration  
and Finance Programme Officer
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Ramzi, Albana, Library Associate, Programme 
Management Unit
Zhivkova, Emiliana, Programme Officer, 
Representative Office
Government
Chobanov,Todor, Deputy Minister of Culture, 
Ministry of Culture
Lechev, Boyko, Chief Expert, IT Directorate, 
Bulgaria Ministry of Transport, IT and 
Communication
Other
Grashkina ,Vanya, President, Bulgarian Library 
and Information Association 
Kaneva, Krasimira, GLB Field Coordinator, 
Ihtiman Chitalishte Library
Kumanova, Maria, Team Leader, Representation 
and Policy, National Association of 
Municipalities in the Republic of Bulgaria 
Lisschkova, Emilia, Head of the Board, Agora 
Association
Petrov, George, Head of the Board, Innovative 
Community Centres Association
Savov, Emil, Deputy Executive Director, 
National Association of Municipalities in 
the Republic of Bulgaria 
Yaneva, Snejana, Member of the Board, 
Bulgarian Library and Information 
Association 
chile
UNDP
González, Hernán, Associate of Energy and 
Environment Unit
Government
Garcia, Javier, Director of International Affairs, 
Ministry of Environment
Nascimento, Ximena George, Operational Focal 
Point, Ministry of Environment
bosnia anD herzeGovina
UNDP
Igor Palandzic, Programme Analyst, Energy  
and Environment Cluster
Klelija Balta, Democratic Governance/Social 
Inclusion Cluster Coordinator and  
Gender Adviser
Selmanagic-Bajrovic, Amila, GEF  
Programme Coordinator
Sirco, Armin, Assistant Resident Representative
Van Ruysseveldt, Peter, Deputy Resident 
Representative 
Government
Cardaklija Zlatko, Federal HIV/AIDS 
Coordinator, Federation of Bosnia and 
Herzegovina
Seranic Alen, Senior Specialist for Health 
Care and Health Technologies, Ministry of 
Health and Social Welfare of the Republic 
of Srpska
Other
Kamenica, Mak, Enterprise Energy Efficiency 
Project Manager, United Nations Agency for 
International Development
Zahirovic, Edin, Project Manager, NGO Centre 
for Business Development Tuzla (UNDP 
partner on UNDP GEF Biomass Project)
bulGaria
UNDP 
Dakovski, Daniel, IT Specialist, Programme 
Management Unit
Glassouvanova, Ogniana, Programme Officer, 
Representative Office
Kaneva, Krassimira, Field Coordinator, 
Programme Management Unit
Meretev, Trendafil, Programme Manager, 
Programme Management Unit
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Other
Castillo, Brenda, Financial Assistant, UNDP-
GEF Energy Efficiency Measures in 
Commercial and Industrial Sectors in 
Honduras Project
Coleman, Connie Elieth Tinoco, Representative 
of Indigenous Association MASTA, 
UNDP-GEF Conservation of Biodiversity 
in the Indigenous Productive Landscapes of 
the Moskitia Project
Cruz, Melvin, Director of NGO Fundación 
Madera Verde, UNDP-GEF Integrated 
Ecosystems Management Project
Dávila, Danilo, Member of the Board of 
Directors, NGO Fundación Madera Verde, 
UNDP-GEF Integrated Ecosystems 
Management Project
De Foot, Letty, Director, CEPROSAF
Duarte, Aníbal, Mayor, Iriona
Fajardo, Aida, Bolsa Samaritana
Flores, Adriana, Representative, BCIE Bank 
Leiva, Roberto, Director, UNDP-GEF Energy 
Efficiency Measures in Commercial and 
Industrial Sectors in Honduras Project
Loddo Luigi, National Coordinator, UNDP-
GEF Conservation of Biodiversity in the 
Indigenous Productive Landscapes of the 
Moskitia Project 
Pineda, Luisa Maria, Director, Integral 
Attention Center in Mario Catarino  
Rivas Hospital
Rivera, Sandra, Coordinator of the UNDP-GEF 
Energy Efficiency Measures in Commercial 
and Industrial Sectors in Honduras Project
ethioPia  
Tisot, Alessandra, Country Director, UNDP
iran
UNDP
Ahmadi, Mahnaz, Project Assistant for  
HIV/AIDS 
Paroti, Claudia, Coordinator of Ozone Unit, 
Ministry of Environment
Sierralta, Leonel, Head of Natural Resources 
Department, Ministry of Environment
Other
Weber, Carlos, Ex Director of National Forest 
Corporation, Chile
honDuras
UNDP
Abudoj, Mayella, Programme Associate
Camoriano, Gisella, Programme  
Management Analyst
Eguren, José, Officer in Charge
Ferrando, Juan, Coordinator for the Environment, 
Energy and Risk Reduction Unit
Government
Batres, Yolani, Vice Minister, Ministry of Health
Cuellar, Rigoberto, Minister, Ministry of Natural 
Resources and Environment
Galdames, José, Vice Minister, Forestry 
Conservation Institute
Maldonado, Marvin, Head of National 
Tuberculosis Programme, Ministry  
of Health
Paredes, Mayte, former Head of National  
HIV/AIDS Programme
Pineda, Irina, Director of External  
Cooperation, Ministry of Natural  
Resources and Environment
Sabillon, Danelia, National Director, UNDP-
GEF Strengthening National Management 
Capacities and Reducing Releases of POPs 
in Honduras Project
Ulloa, Nelson, National Coordinator,  
UNDP-GEF Integrated Ecosystems 
Management Project
Urquia, Marco, Head, National HIV/AIDS 
Programme
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Government
Ministry of Foreign Affairs
Barimani, Mahmoud, Director-General and 
GEF Operational Focal Point, Department 
of International Economic Affairs and 
Specialized Agencies
Ershadi, Zahra, MFA Representative at GF-
ATM Country Coordinating Mechanism, 
Departmentof International Economic 
Affairs and Specialized Agencies
Esperi, Mohsen Adviser, Department of 
International Economic Affairs and 
Specialized Agencies
Golriz, Abbas, Adviser andAlternate GEF 
Operational Focal Point, Department 
of International Economic Affairs and 
Specialized Agencies
Heidari, Naser, POPs and Chemical Safety 
Focal Point, Department of International 
Economic Affairs and Specialized Agencies
Seadat, Peiman, Director, Department of 
International Economic Affairs and 
Specialized Agencies
Department of Environment
Abolghasemi, Shirin, National Project Manager 
for the GEF Zagros Project
Hajizadeh, Ebrahim, Manager of Ozone Layer 
Protection Unit and National Project 
Manager of the Montreal Protocol
Nazaridoust, Ali, National Project Manager for 
the GEF Iranian Wetlands Project
Shafiepour, Majid, Senior Adviser on 
International Affairs and Conventions
Soltanieh, Mohammad, National Project 
Manager, National Climate Change Office
Ministry of Agricultural Jihad
Abdinejad, Gholamabbas, Director General, 
Natural Resources and Watershed 
Management Office of Tehran Province,  
and former National Project Director,  
GEF Carbon Sequestration Project 
Amlashi-Guilani, Morteza, M&E Associate  
for Malaria
Arefi, Negar, Head of Operations, GFATM
Danesh, Ahmed, Project Manager for TB
Daraie, Laleh, National Coordinator, GEF  
Small Grants Programme
Derakhshi, Farzaneh, Programme Associate, 
Energy, Environment and Disaster 
Management Cluster
Dror (Hartunians), Karineh, Programme 
Associate, Energy, Environment and 
Disaster Management Cluster
Dorri, Rasul, GFATM Local Fund Agent 
Farzin, Mohammad Ali, Programme Specialist/
Head of the Poverty Reduction and 
Economic Reform Cluster
Ferdowsi, Saeid, head of GFATM and former 
Programme Specialist for Montreal 
Protocol, Energy, Environment and Disaster 
Management Cluster
Kamyab,Mehdi, Programme Specialist/Head 
of the Energy, Environment and Disaster 
Management Cluster 
Keivanani, Leila, M&E Associate for  
HIV/AIDS 
Khaneghahpanah, Hedieh, Project Manager  
for HIV/AIDS
Ranjbar, Mansour, Project Manager for Malaria
Sagynbaeva, Elzira, Deputy Resident 
Representative
Seyfollahzadeh, Melina, Programme Associate, 
Poverty Reduction and Economic  
Reform Cluster
Shahrbabaki, Yassmine, Programme Associate/
Head of the Programme Support Unit 
Shajii,Leylanaz, Programme Associate,  
Energy, Environment and Disaster 
Management Cluster
Tavakoli, Niki, Project Assistant for HIV/AIDS
Vidal, Consuelo, Resident Representative
Zorae, Somaieh, Project Associate for TB
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Other
Amadio, Alessandro, Representative, UNIDO
Doroudi, Fardad, Country Coordinator, UNAIDS
De Lara,Manuel, Representative, WHO 
Ehsani, AfsanehEhsani, Deputy Head of the 
AvayeTabiatePaydar Institute, GEF Small 
Grants Programme Grantee
Farnia, Marzieh, Director General, Health and 
Treatment Bureau at Prisons Organization 
Ghazi, Sanaz, Member of IRSEN (Iranian 
Society of Environmental Experts), GEF 
Small Grants Programme Grantee
Heidari, Hossein, Head of IGRA Institute, GEF 
Small Grants Programme Grantee
Izadi, Bahman, Member of the GEF Small 
Grants Programme Steering Committee 
and Head of Fars Green Centre, GEF Small 
Grants Programme Grantee 
Javadi, Bahman, Project Manager, GEF Small 
Grants Programme Grantee
KhalatbariLeili, Deputy Head of the  
Mohitban Institute, GEF Small Grants 
Programme  Grantee 
Khoshraftar, Afshin, Head of Ahange Rahayee 
Shargh Institute and Coordinator of the 
Ahange Rahaee Shargh Drop-in Center
Mohraz, Minoo, Head of the Iranian Research 
Center and Faculty Member, Head of the 
Positive Club, Imam Khomeini Hospital  
Shafiee, Mehdi, Head of Noandishane Tosseye 
Mehr Institute, GEF Small Grants 
Programme Grantee 
JorDan
Al-Zubi, Maha, Environment and Climate 
Change Analyst, UNDP
Khrabsheh, Saleh, Secretary General/GEF 
Focal Point, Ministry of Planning and 
International Cooperation
Djazi, Hooshang, Senior Adviser on Local 
Community Participation, Member of 
Executive Committee of the GEF Menarid 
Project, Forest Range and Watershed 
Management Organization
Garshasbi, Parviz, Deputy Head for Arid and 
Semi-Arid Regions, National Project 
Director for the GEF Menarid Project, 
Forest Range and Watershed Management 
Organization
Hadarbadi, Gholamreza, former National 
Project Manager (2004-2008) for the 
GEF Carbon Sequestration Project, South 
Khorasan Province
Hendabadi, Mohammad Kazem, Director 
General, Desert Affairs Bureau, and 
National Project Director for the GEF  
Carbon Sequestration Project, Forest Range 
and Watershed Management Organization
Jafarian, Vahid, National Project Manager for 
the GEF Menarid Project, Forest Range and 
Watershed Management Organization
Mirghasemi, Seyed Abolfazl, INRM expert 
and former National Project Manager for 
the Menarid Project, Forest Range and 
Watershed Management Organization
Ministry of Education
Chinian, Mohammad, Deputy to the Bureau of 
Health and Fitness 
Navipoor, Reza, GFATM Project Coordinator
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